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amendments they have been allowed to 
offer on this and other legislation. Ev-
eryone within the sound of my voice 
should understand that is hollow. It 
has become a common refrain for the 
minority to blame their own frequent 
obstruction on me. Two Republican 
Senators held up progress on virtually 
everything we tried to do under the 
first term of this Congress. They 
wouldn’t let any other amendments 
come up unless they got a vote on their 
amendment. 

The fact remains that if my Repub-
lican colleagues have complaints about 
my leadership style, they should also 
have complaints about Senator Frist, 
my predecessor. He is a fine man, a Re-
publican leader. We still stay in touch, 
as I do with the other Republican lead-
er, Senator Lott, whom I worked with 
very closely. I hear no complaints 
about their leadership style when they 
were leading the Senate. During my 
time as leader, Republicans have of-
fered 7 out of 10 amendments on which 
the Senate has voted. Seventy percent 
of the amendments we have voted on in 
the Senate have been Republican 
amendments. This has been a greater 
share than either Senator Frist or Sen-
ator Lott offered. During my leader-
ship in the 111th Congress, minority 
amendments represented a greater 
share of amendment votes than during 
any single Congress. Think about it. 

So Republicans should stop trying to 
justify their opposition to helping 
Americans in need with false claims 
about what is going on in this institu-
tion. Let’s start talking about facts 
rather than fiction—and there is a lot 
of fiction going around. Republicans 
should, I repeat, stop trying to justify 
their opposition to helping Americans 
in need with false claims about my 
leadership. 

It is quite interesting to note that 
House Republican leaders—and I am 
sure they sent a copy of it to the Sen-
ate—have instructed colleagues in a 
written memo. It says: Show compas-
sion for the unemployed. 

I say to everyone that we don’t need 
a memo for us to show compassion to 
the unemployed. 

They also say: Treat them as individ-
uals. 

Oh yeah? That is not a bad idea, but 
it will be very difficult for Senate Re-
publicans to seem sympathetic to the 
plight of the unemployed while still op-
posing a helping hand for 1.3 million 
job seekers. It shouldn’t take a memo 
to realize that unemployed Ameri-
cans—and particularly those who have 
been out of work for months—deserve 
our compassion. We don’t need a memo 
for that, a memo saying: Show compas-
sion. No wonder Republicans in Con-
gress are out of touch with Republicans 
around the country. Republicans 
around the country support extending 
unemployment benefits because they 
have compassion for those Americans 
who are in trouble. 

Being out of work is not only finan-
cially devastating, it is heartbreaking. 

I recently received a letter from a sin-
gle mother of two who has lived in Ne-
vada all of her life. She is afraid she 
will soon be homeless—a single mother. 
She wrote: ‘‘I have no desire to live off 
the system.’’ She is speaking for vir-
tually everyone we are trying to help. 
This woman is the rule, not the excep-
tion. 

To qualify for unemployment is not 
easy. Someone has to be laid off 
through no fault of their own, and they 
have to actively seek work. 

These unemployed aren’t gaming the 
system; there simply aren’t enough 
jobs to go around. For every job there 
are three people trying to get that job. 
The longer a person is unemployed, the 
more difficult it becomes to find work. 
This is not being made up; this is a 
fact. The long-term unemployed are 
half as likely as their recently let-go 
competitors to be hired. But that 
doesn’t stop them from trying. Rather 
than encouraging these people who are 
desperate for help to keep looking, cut-
ting off unemployment benefits actu-
ally encourages the long-term unem-
ployed to actually drop out of the job 
market altogether. That doesn’t help 
them, our communities, our States, 
and our country. It hurts families, it 
hurts communities, and it certainly 
hurts the economy. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Yesterday the ma-
jority leader rejected my offer for both 
sides to offer amendments to the unem-
ployment insurance bill—the way 
things used to work around here; we 
had a bill called up, and we had amend-
ments. This is, sadly, typical of the 
way things are these days in this insti-
tution. If the majority leader just ac-
cepted my offer, we could actually be 
debating and amending this bill instead 
of wasting time. How does the majority 
leader expect to achieve consensus 
when one side doesn’t have the chance 
to offer any input at all? That is the 
way the Senate used to operate. 

Look. If the majority leader wants 
this bill to pass the Senate, then there 
is a very good likelihood he is going to 
have to find a way to pay for it. I will 
be offering one idea on that front; that 
is, paying for a longer extension by 
dropping the mandate that forces 
Americans to buy insurance they don’t 
want. But if they don’t like that idea, 
there are others. One is a bipartisan 
idea endorsed by the President that en-
sures individuals can’t draw both So-
cial Security disability benefits and 
unemployment benefits at the same 
time. Senators COBURN and PORTMAN 
both have versions of that. There is an-
other plan offered by Senator AYOTTE 
that would cut down on fraud in re-

fundable tax credits. There are plans 
for job creation that will be offered by 
Senators PAUL, THUNE, and INHOFE. 

These plans take a different approach 
than the government-led one we see 
from our Democratic friends. They rely 
on unlocking the potential of the pri-
vate sector to actually increase em-
ployment. Why don’t we have a vote on 
them in the Senate? I am sure there 
are many Democratic ideas out there 
as well, but we won’t get the chance to 
debate any of them as long as the ma-
jority leader keeps blocking us from of-
fering amendments. 

This obstructionism by the Demo-
cratic majority is against the tradi-
tions of this body, and it needs to end 
because if Democrats truly want to get 
anything done this year, they are going 
to have to learn how to work with us. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

EMERGENCY UNEMPLOYMENT 
COMPENSATION EXTENSION 
ACT—MOTION TO PROCEED 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
the motion to proceed to S. 1845, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 265, S. 

1845, a bill to provide for the extension of 
certain unemployment benefits, and for 
other purposes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, it has been 
11 days since Federal unemployment 
insurance expired for 1.3 million Amer-
icans, and every day more Americans 
lose their benefits as their 26 weeks of 
State benefits expire. 

I hope my colleagues join Senator 
HELLER and me in our efforts to swiftly 
pass this 3-month extension. Many of 
my colleagues have talked about issues 
with respect to a longer term piece of 
legislation, the cost of it, should we 
pay for it, and are there changes nec-
essary in the program to make it more 
effective and efficient. Those are 
thoughtful and worthy considerations, 
but they should not deprive 1.3 million 
Americans—and that number is grow-
ing each day—basic benefits. These are 
modest benefits—about $300 a week— 
that allow them to just keep their fam-
ilies together, keep trying to search for 
a job. 

I would point out that the only way 
one qualifies for this benefit is, No. 1, if 
someone had a job and they lost it 
through no fault of their own, and they 
are constant in keeping up the search 
for work. That is one of the require-
ments. It is all about work. In this 
economy, it is all about the fact that 
there are two or three job seekers for 
every job. In some parts of the coun-
try—in Rhode Island, Massachusetts, 
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Nevada, Arizona, Tennessee, States 
that have high unemployment—it is 
not just three to one, in some cases it 
is more. 

I mentioned on the floor just 2 days 
ago an article that appeared in the 
Washington Post that talked about a 
new dairy opening, or reopening, in Ha-
gerstown, MD, with 36 jobs. They 
thought there would be a large demand 
for the jobs, but there were basically 
1,600 applicants for 36 jobs. That is not 
unique to that town in Maryland. That 
is, unfortunately, something that is 
happening all across this country, and 
it reflects the need to extend these ben-
efits immediately. 

We have serious issues to work out, 
but we understand, or we should under-
stand, that to do it carefully and 
thoughtfully requires time and re-
quires the attention of the experts in 
the relevant committees. In fact, I can 
recall coming down here before these 
benefits expired asking unanimous con-
sent to extend them for 1 year, and one 
of the responses, one of the objections 
from my colleagues on the Republican 
side was we have to do this through the 
committee. We have to do this 
thoughtfully and deliberately. We have 
an opportunity to help people who des-
perately need help and start that delib-
erative process, and I hope we do that. 

Yesterday, we took an important 
step forward. We procedurally moved 
forward to start consideration of this 
legislation. I wish to thank again Sen-
ator HELLER and all of my colleagues 
who joined in that vote. That has given 
us a chance to finish the job, but it is 
going to be a very difficult job to fin-
ish. 

I think what we can do imme-
diately—and this might be a two-step 
process—is quickly pass the Reed-Hell-
er legislation—90 days, unfunded. It 
will immediately put money into the 
economy. It will immediately help 
struggling Americans who are looking 
for work—they have to in order to 
qualify for these funds—and it will help 
overall the economy. As the CBO has 
projected, if we do not fund for the 
year unemployment insurance, we will 
lose 200,000 jobs; 200,000 jobs which 
would be generated by this program 
will be lost. 

So we will have a double whammy. 
We will still have people unemployed 
searching for work without any assist-
ance and some, in fact, will stop 
searching. They will give up. Then we 
will not have the creation of additional 
jobs because of this money going into 
the economy, generating further de-
mand, and further demand generating a 
need to keep people on and hire some 
more. 

I hope we can finish the job we start-
ed yesterday. It was a very important 
step forward and a very important step 
forward not only to help individual 
families, as I suggested, but to bolster 
economic demand throughout the econ-
omy and that is going to lead to 
growth. 

I find it somewhat ironic when I hear 
some of my colleagues talking about, 

oh, we truly need to create jobs. That 
is what we have to do. Yes, we agree. 
But there have been so many proposals 
that have been presented both by the 
administration and by my colleagues 
that have not been given consider-
ation—creating a national infrastruc-
ture bank which will fund, through a 
quasi-public mechanism, highway con-
struction, bridge renovations, sewer 
lines, and those things—that have been 
languishing for months and months 
and months and months. So we should 
get on with those things, I agree. But 
the immediate crisis is helping these 
1.3 million Americans, and that num-
ber is growing. 

There is another reason why it is par-
ticularly critical to talk about the ex-
tended unemployment benefits that are 
the subject of our debate. We should 
not end this program now. As this 
chart indicates, long-term unemploy-
ment is much higher today than it has 
ever been when we terminated these 
benefits. In April of 1959, when they 
ended the extended benefits, it was .9 
percent—long-term unemployment. In 
April 1962, .9 percent; .4 percent in 
March of 1973; .9 percent in 1977; 1.2 per-
cent long-term unemployment in 1985; 
1.3 percent in 1994; 1.3 percent in 2003; 
and today, 2.6 percent of long-term un-
employment. 

We are in a new situation. These 
could be structural market changes 
which are making it harder and harder 
for some people to find employment, 
even after searching desperately, and 
that is exactly who this program is de-
signed to help. The State program, the 
initial 26 weeks, covers people who lose 
their job and then relatively quickly— 
relatively quickly—can find other em-
ployment. This program is the one that 
is designed for those people who, for 
many reasons, are having difficulty 
finding a job over many weeks and 
months. Today we are at twice the 
level we have ever been when we con-
sidered cutting off these benefits. Actu-
ally, we have cut off these benefits. It 
was December 28. 

For that reason alone, this issue of 
extended benefits has to be addressed 
first, I would argue, on an emergency 
basis. Then let’s think long and hard 
about longer term efforts to address 
the problem. Many of my colleagues 
have suggested issues with respect to 
job training, with respect to incentives 
for education, and all of them are wor-
thy, but they can’t be done in the con-
text of dueling proposals on the floor. 
They have to be done thoughtfully. If 
we can quickly adopt the Reed-Heller 
bill, it will give these long-term unem-
ployed—this record number of long- 
term unemployed who have been cut 
off from benefits—it will give them 
help and give us time. 

We have heard from countless citi-
zens all across the country, and they 
come from all walks of life and from 
every aspect of unemployment. The 
other day, Senator KLOBUCHAR released 
a report from the Joint Economic Com-
mittee which was extremely well done 

and which described in detail the re-
cipients. There is no one age group. It 
spans the gamut. There is no one eth-
nic concentration. There are some geo-
graphic areas that are doing quite well, 
but there are areas that are doing quite 
badly that are scattered across the 
country. Rhode Island and Nevada are, 
unfortunately, leading the list of states 
with high unemployment. They are 
very dissimilar States, thousands of 
miles apart, different economies en-
tirely, but they are caught up in this 
same problem of unemployment and 
particularly long-term unemployment. 

The people who are unemployed are 
not sitting around passively. They are 
out looking every day. In Rhode Island 
I have met people who have worked for 
30 years. They are in their fifties. They 
had good jobs. They were bookkeepers. 
They were white-collar professionals. 
They are trying to take care of an el-
derly parent, they have responsibilities 
to children, and they desperately want 
to work. 

One constituent who wrote to my of-
fice has been out of work since Decem-
ber of 2012. He has applied to over 300 
jobs. He has taken additional classes at 
our local community college in the 
hopes of becoming a more attractive 
candidate for employment. Yet he re-
mains out of work. 

Another constituent who has lost her 
benefits doesn’t have enough money to 
pay her bills and they have to move in 
with a sister because she can’t pay the 
rent. 

That is what is happening. This is 
not some academic exercise, some rhe-
torical ideological debate. This is 
about helping real people who want to 
work and they can’t find a job after 
desperately looking for one. 

A third constituent wrote me the fol-
lowing letter: 

I never thought that I would be among the 
unemployed, but here I am after over 30 
years of experience in my field in higher edu-
cation administration. I used to make 60K a 
year and now my unemployment benefits run 
out in mid March. I have been searching for 
a job not only in my field, but also doing 
anything possible using my transferable 
skills. I have not received an invitation for 
any interviews at all. . . . So to those who 
say that extending benefits causes people to 
stay unemployed longer—they are wrong. 
When you lose your job, you would do any-
thing to gain employment and regain your 
dignity. No one wants to subsist on unem-
ployment compensation. Please keep up the 
fight for extended benefits. It has been a life-
line for me. 

Thirty years of experience, retrain-
ing already undertaken, searching re-
lentlessly for a job. An important point 
here, too, is it is about the economics, 
but it is also about an individual’s dig-
nity and their identity. I don’t care 
who you are. A job helps define who 
you are. It gives one a sense of esteem 
and accomplishment, whether one is 
mopping floors or directing the oper-
ations of the hugest national corpora-
tion. For my colleagues to suggest 
somehow, well, yes, if someone is a 
CEO of a company, that is very valu-
able work and that gives them self-es-
teem, they miss the point. A job well 
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done, whether it is cleaning floors or 
merging companies, gives the kind of 
satisfaction and the kind of self-re-
spect that is critical. So this is about 
money, yes, but it is also about giving 
people the opportunity as Americans to 
live out their full potential, to con-
tribute to their family and to the econ-
omy. 

There are 1.3 million Americans and 
more each day who are facing this 
same dilemma, and that is why Con-
gress needs to create jobs today and 
help Americans compete for the jobs of 
tomorrow. It means taking a multi-
faceted approach with things such as 
restoring our manufacturing might by 
focusing on advanced technologies, en-
suring local businesses have access to 
the capital they need to grow and ex-
pand, improving our schools and work-
force training programs to ensure we 
have a highly educated and skilled 
workforce, and investing in our infra-
structure. All of these things have to 
be done, but it is going to be very dif-
ficult to do them in the context of this 
legislation. That is why again I urge, 
let us move this bill forward. Let us 
help these people who are struggling 
and working very hard and then let us 
put ourselves on a very fast track to 
deal with these issues—manufacturing 
renaissance, job training. 

We have not reauthorized the Work-
force Investment Act since 1998. That 
is the basic sort of education program 
for those adults and for people looking 
to move into the workforce, and the 
world has changed a lot since 1998. 
That is the result of some indifference. 
I would ask why in 1998, with a Repub-
lican Congress, and in the last few 
years of the Clinton administration, 
from 2000 to 2006, a Republican Presi-
dent, a Republican Congress, we 
couldn’t do those things. It is not a 
time to assess blame, but it is a time 
to point out the situation that if we 
want to get these issues done, let us 
start moving, but let us not leave these 
unemployed Americans behind indefi-
nitely without hope. 

Mr. DURBIN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. REED. I would be happy to. 
Mr. DURBIN. I would like to ask a 

question of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land through the Chair. 

There has been a debate on the floor, 
and we have heard it off the floor, 
about whether we should pay for unem-
ployment benefits. Historically, if I am 
not mistaken, most of the decisions to 
extend unemployment insurance bene-
fits have been considered emergency 
measures and not paid for, and now 
there is a suggestion from many Re-
publicans that we need to cut spending 
in areas to compensate for this exten-
sion of unemployment benefits which, 
if I am not mistaken, are in the range 
of $25 billion or $26 billion a year. 

One of the suggestions yesterday 
from Republican Senate leader MITCH 
MCCONNELL would, not surprisingly, 
address the Affordable Care Act, so- 
called ObamaCare, and would eliminate 

one of the basic protections in that 
law. What Senator MCCONNELL pro-
posed yesterday was to eliminate the 
responsibility of every individual to 
have health insurance, which was put 
in the law so we could have a large pool 
of insured people and say to anyone 
with a preexisting condition: You will 
not be disqualified for health insur-
ance. 

So the Senator from Kentucky has 
given us this approach which the Re-
publicans support: If you will agree to 
eliminate protection from health in-
surance for people with preexisting 
conditions, then we will allow you to 
give unemployment benefits. In other 
words, if you will eliminate this pro-
tection in health insurance for 300 mil-
lion-plus Americans, we will give you 1 
year of unemployment benefits for 1.3 
million Americans. I might add, for the 
record, there are 1.9 million individuals 
with preexisting conditions in the 
State of Kentucky—the State of the 
Senator who made this proposal. 

I would ask the Senator from Rhode 
Island, who has shown extraordinary 
leadership on this issue of extended un-
employment benefits: First, would he 
address the issue of paying for these 
benefits? And, second, would he address 
the specific suggestion of the Repub-
lican leader that the best way to pay 
for the benefits for 1.3 million unem-
ployed people is to reduce protections 
in health insurance for over 300 million 
Americans? 

Mr. REED. I thank the Senator from 
Illinois. 

Let me first address the issue of pay-
ing for the benefits. The Senator from 
Illinois is correct, typically these bene-
fits are considered emergency spending 
and they are not offset. In fact, the leg-
islation which was passed in the wee 
hours of January 1, 2013, as I recall, had 
a 1-year extension of unemployment 
benefits, unpaid for. It received over-
whelming votes—I believe 89 to 8—a 
huge majority of Republicans and 
Democrats coming together. So a year 
ago, this issue of pay-for was not even 
on the table. And, by the way, I think 
it probably led to the creation, given 
CBO’s estimates going forward, of 
roughly 200,000 jobs this year because it 
was enacted and it wasn’t offset. 

It goes to a second point about sort 
of the bang for the buck. This is one of 
the best commonsensical programs we 
have, because when we give these bene-
fits to individuals and don’t take other 
benefits, other funds out of the econ-
omy, it has a multiplier effect, some 
people estimate $1.50 for every $1 in 
terms of economic activity. And it 
makes common sense. These funds go 
directly from the recipient, not to 
their savings account or to build up, 
but right out to buying gasoline, keep-
ing cell phone service on. By the way, 
if you don’t have a car and don’t have 
a cell phone today, you can’t find a job, 
you can’t go to the interview, you can’t 
get the call for the interview, you can’t 
apply for the job. It is not 1955 any-
more, where you take the bus and hand 

your clipboard across the barrier to the 
clerk. You have to have this electronic 
connection to be in the workforce, as 
well as mobility. 

So from the point of view of an eco-
nomic national perspective: One, we 
typically have done these as emer-
gency spending; two, you get a big 
bang for the buck when you do it that 
way. There is a strong argument that 
is probably the most sensible approach. 

With respect to the pay-for the Re-
publican leader suggested, I concur en-
tirely with the Senator from Illinois in 
that it is robbing Peter to pay Paul. I 
am sure, not only these folks who are 
struggling to find a job, but of the 1.3 
million people who are currently re-
ceiving benefits, I have to assume a 
significant number—at least some of 
them—have preexisting conditions. For 
the first time many of them are able to 
qualify for health care benefits. And to 
take this protection away for millions 
of Americans—you say it is 1.9 million 
just in Kentucky alone. It is a huge 
number across the country—would be 
bad policy, and it would in fact for 
many families be a crushing blow. 
Again, I don’t think we have to rob 
Peter to pay Paul. 

From an economic standpoint, we 
have typically done this without off-
sets because we want to have the eco-
nomic stimulus and the demand cre-
ation which comes. But from a basic 
fairness point of view, we are going to 
go ahead and give benefits of $300 a 
week to people who need them. I want 
to do that. But we are going to pay for 
it by telling some families: No, you 
don’t get insurance. Or: You have to 
pay $25,000 a year because your child 
has asthma. That is not fair. It is not 
good common sense and it is not good 
economics. So I concur. 

To resume: We talked about some of 
the big issues here and paying for this 
bill. This is all in the context of deficit 
reduction, which we have made signifi-
cant progress on. 

The Bowles-Simpson report sug-
gested that over 10 years we cut $4 tril-
lion from the deficit, and we achieved 
roughly about $2.5 trillion of that, 
most of it coming from cuts to pro-
grams—not revenue increases, but 
cuts. So we have made significant 
progress on deficit reduction. We have 
to do more, but we have to do it sen-
sibly and logically. And we have pro-
posals we have brought forward. 

I must commend my colleagues in 
the Senate. This was on a bipartisan 
basis. We passed an immigration re-
form bill in this body. It has lan-
guished in the House. But in that bill 
alone, scored by CBO, will cut nearly 
another $1 trillion in the deficit, which 
will get us to that target or very close 
to that target. Yet it is languishing in 
the House. If we can pass it, then this 
issue of deficit—which has dominated 
and been very important over the last 
several years—is something we can 
practically resolve. And, by the way, as 
I suggested in my colloquy with Sen-
ator DURBIN, if we pass this legislation, 
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it will help too in terms of stimulating 
economic growth, et cetera. 

There are many things we can do. 
But, again, I go back to this point. 
These people are in a desperate situa-
tion. As my constituent wrote, 30 years 
of work, middle-aged, getting retrain-
ing, 300 applications, no interviews, 
looking for anything. It is not just 
about dollars and a check. It is about 
dignity. It is about who you are. 

We have to respond and we have to 
respond quickly. And we have the op-
portunity to do this. As we look at a 
longer term effort, it doesn’t foreclose 
and it shouldn’t foreclose considering 
programmatic changes, considering if 
we would offset or not. In response to 
Senator DURBIN, I pointed out, typi-
cally we don’t offset this program but 
we have at certain times in the past. 
My preference would be, frankly, to get 
this bill done and then look at this 
issue over the longer term without pre-
conditions. So we have to be clear. We 
can move this and we should move it. 

Again, this question of offsets seems 
to be coming up more and more, as was 
reflected in the comments of the Sen-
ator from Illinois. As we initiated this 
program under President Bush back in 
2008—and the unemployment rate was 
roughly 5.5 percent, much lower than it 
is today—we did not ask for offsets 
every time. In fact, it was the excep-
tion to the rule. I think now is not the 
time, particularly in this 90-day pro-
posal which Senator HELLER and I 
have. 

We have worked through some dif-
ficult issues, and I commend Senator 
MURRAY and Congressman RYAN par-
ticularly for the work on the budget, 
and I think we can work through this 
issue. So I again urge that we thought-
fully and very conscientiously and col-
laboratively work together longer 
term, but not ignore the crisis today— 
not leave 1.3 million, and more, Ameri-
cans dangling, uncertain, desperate, 
frustrated, losing not only their in-
come but in many respects their iden-
tity and their dignity. We can do better 
than that. Then we have the time—we 
have the time to work constructively, 
collaboratively, and cooperatively to 
come up with principled proposals to 
extend these benefits for hopefully the 
whole year. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

HEITKAMP). The Senator from Kansas. 
REMEMBERING SONNY ZETMEIR 

Mr. MORAN. Madam President, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to be here on 
the Senate floor this morning since I 
am intruding on the discussion about 
unemployment insurance extension. 
However, I wish to take a few minutes 
to highlight the life of a Kansan who 
passed in late 2013. 

At the end of last year, I learned of 
the death of a resident of Parsons, KS, 
in the southeast corner of our State. 
E.J. ‘‘Sonny’’ Zetmeir was a person of 
such optimism and so engaged in im-
proving the lives of other people, I 
wanted to highlight and pay my re-
spects to him and his family. 

The community of Parsons lost one 
of its greatest champions when Sonny 
Zetmeir passed away. His humor and 
selflessness truly made an incredible 
impact upon that community. 

Sonny had moved to Parsons, KS, 
from Grandview, MO, with his parents 
in 1965, along with a company his fam-
ily owned that made cabinets. The 
company was called Grandview Prod-
ucts. He originally agreed with his 
family to stay in Parsons for a year to 
help get the business off the ground in 
its new location, but his commitment 
to his family and to his family’s busi-
ness continued to grow and he never 
left. He went on to purchase the com-
pany from his parents when they re-
tired in 1982, and he helped build it into 
the outstanding cabinetmaking busi-
ness it is today. 

Under his leadership, Grandview 
Products grew from a local small busi-
ness with 24 employees to a $50 million 
company with 430 employees, shipping 
cabinets from coast to coast. Today, 
the company is the largest employer in 
Parsons, and it also owns a facility in 
the neighboring community of 
Cherryvale. 

Sonny’s legacy as a businessman is 
rivaled only by his commitment to his 
community and improving the lives of 
others around him. As president and 
CEO of Grandview Products, he cared 
deeply about the health and well-being 
of his employees and their families. 
Through the recession of 2008, he 
fought hard to keep the company’s 
doors open and keep as many employ-
ees as possible at work. When Grand-
view Products regained its footing, he 
worked to bring many of the former 
employees back to work. 

Even when he received the dev-
astating cancer diagnosis that would 
ultimately take his life, just a few 
weeks later, Sonny’s thoughts imme-
diately went to the well-being of his 
employees and their families. His wife 
Sophia relayed this story about his 
final weeks. She says: 

His number one concern was the company 
and his employees. It wasn’t just his employ-
ees, it was the families that he was respon-
sible for . . . Sonny was able to have a meet-
ing with 216 employees. First, they all got a 
raise . . . so they wouldn’t be afraid for their 
futures. No raises had been given in 5 years 
because of the recession. We’re making 
money now, so everyone got a raise. Then, he 
told them who was going to be running what 
departments. Then, he told them how sick he 
was. 

But his concerns for others and self-
lessness extended well beyond his busi-
ness. He was passionate about Grand-
view Products being a locally owned 
company, and he felt a calling to serve 
the community through his service. 

Over the years, Sonny donated cabi-
nets to community projects, churches, 
and schools. He also encouraged his 
employees to be charitable in whatever 
capacity they were able. In fact, Sonny 
was so dedicated to giving back to the 
local community that he would only 
buy Girl Scout cookies from Girl 
Scouts in his home counties of Labette 
and Montgomery. 

His service, honors, and achieve-
ments are numerous, and they include 
two terms as a trustee of Labette Com-
munity College and chairman of its 
capital fund campaign; 6 years as 
Labette County Republican chairman; 
board member of Meadowlark Girl 
Scout Council; and many years as 
president of the Parsons Area Commu-
nity Foundation. 

Sonny was named Parsons Chamber 
Business Person of the Year and the 
Kansas State Chamber Employer of the 
Year in 2003. He received the Kansas 
Manufacturers Association manage-
ment appreciation award in 2007, and in 
2008 he was chosen to receive the Car-
dinal Citation Award by Labette Com-
munity College. Since 1985 the 
Zetmeirs have cosponsored the Fourth 
of July fireworks at Marvel Park in 
Parsons. 

I have always believed what we do 
here in the Nation’s Capital is impor-
tant, but the reality is we change the 
world one person at a time. So while 
what we do in the Senate matters, so 
much more is accomplished by a person 
like Sonny. Sonny Zetmeir lived that 
life. By investing his time and talent 
and financial support into the commu-
nity where he lived, he made a dif-
ference every day. His involvement in 
the community and his selflessness 
serves as an inspiration and should be 
a role model for every American. 

He was married to his wife Sophia for 
51 years and was a devoted father to 
their 3 daughters: Ellen, Joan, and 
Amy. I ask the Senate to join me today 
in extending our heartfelt sympathies 
to Sonny’s wife and to his family as 
they begin this new year in the absence 
of their loved one. 

He was loved by them, and he will be 
greatly missed. If one’s value in life is 
determined by whether or not you 
made a difference while you were here 
on this Earth, Sonny’s life was price-
less. God bless him and let him be a 
role model for all of us. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MARKEY. Madam President, 1.3 
million people already have not had a 
happy new year. That is because, when 
we tried to extend the emergency un-
employment insurance before the holi-
days, the Republican leadership said 
no. The temperatures may be dropping 
to new lows, but we should not freeze 
unemployment benefits. 

When the economy was collapsing 
and AIG, the multinational insurance 
company, needed funds, we found that 
money for AIG. But when the Ameri-
cans who are still recovering from the 
very recession caused by these institu-
tions need more unemployment insur-
ance, we just cannot seem to find a 
way to get it done. 

These are not just numbers. These 
people, 1.3 million people across the 
country and 60,000 in my home State of 
Massachusetts, now face the harsh re-
ality in 2014 that their country no 
longer has their backs. 

One of these people is named Vera 
Volk. She is from Lynn, MA, just north 
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of Boston. She is a 20-year employee in 
the biotech/pharmaceutical industry 
who was laid off in May of 2013. Her 
layoff was in part due to sequestration, 
cuts in the Federal funding of biotech 
last year. 

Last month Vera lost her unemploy-
ment benefits when the emergency un-
employment insurance program ended. 
Vera has suffered a double injustice. 
First, her job was eliminated through 
sequestration, and then she was denied 
the extension of her unemployment 
benefits. Without the additional unem-
ployment insurance, Vera and her fam-
ily now need help to obtain food and 
medical assistance. In the near future, 
Vera’s family faces the loss of their car 
and their home. Thousands of families 
in Massachusetts are facing similar but 
equally difficult decisions due to the 
termination of this critical program. 

Published reports say that unemploy-
ment insurance kept 2.5 million Ameri-
cans, including 600,000 children, out of 
poverty last year alone. That is why I 
am a cosponsor of the Emergency Un-
employment Compensation Extension 
Act that Senators REED and HELLER 
have introduced, to reinstate and con-
tinue Federal support for the emer-
gency unemployment insurance pro-
gram until the end of March. Under 
that legislation, unemployed residents 
of Massachusetts such as Vera Volt 
would be eligible to receive up to 35 
weeks of additional unemployment 
benefits. 

Today, there are approximately 11.3 
million Americans out of work and 
looking for a job. In Massachusetts, the 
unemployment rate is 7.1 percent and 
approximately 245,000 are looking for 
work. Unfortunately, in too many cit-
ies such as Lawrence, New Bedford, and 
Springfield—all over Massachusetts 
there are cities with much higher un-
employment rates. Those unemployed 
workers in Massachusetts and across 
this country are finding it extremely 
difficult to find a job in this market. 
According to the Economic Policy In-
stitute, for every one job opening there 
are 3.1 unemployed workers. So 2 out of 
every 3 job seekers have no job that 
they can actually find. Yet we are 
going to pretend that there is a job for 
them to be able to find. 

There are many people who believe 
they are not working hard enough to 
find a job. Let me tell you something. 
Back in 2000, the unemployment rate in 
the United States of America went 
down to 3.8 percent. Guess what hap-
pened. People who were unemployed 
took those jobs. When unemployment 
goes down to 3.8 percent, when the gov-
ernment and the private sector are 
doing their job, people come to work. 

In Massachusetts in 2000, unemploy-
ment went down to 2.8 percent. People 
were not hiding under their beds. Peo-
ple were not pretending they could not 
work. When the job was there, people 
took it. This is not ancient history; 
this is 2000, 3.8 percent unemployment, 
2.8 percent unemployment for the 
State of Massachusetts. People who are 

offered a job will take a job. The jobs 
are not there. It is not the fault of 
these families. It is not the fault of 
these job seekers. We should not be 
punishing them. We should not be pun-
ishing their families because this capi-
talist system is not producing the jobs 
right now. 

We have to reach out with a helping 
hand to these families so they can 
make it through this difficult time 
when the system is failing them. In-
stead, we are going to blame them for 
not finding jobs that do not exist. It is 
a beautiful circular argument where 
you never have to help the people who 
are actually being victimized by a fail-
ure in the economy. The truth is—and 
I restate this—when it went down to 3.8 
percent unemployment in 2000, employ-
ers called these people back and said 
we want to put you to work, and the 
workers said, yes, we are ready to do 
it. 

Here we are, once again, back in this 
cycle where too many people are point-
ing the finger at the worker when we 
know the worker will do the job. We 
have to be honest. The system, this 
capitalist system, this interaction be-
tween the government and capitalism 
right now is not producing the jobs for 
these workers. We have to work on 
that. That is our responsibility. We 
should be humble enough to say that it 
is the government, it is the private sec-
tor, not working together smarter—not 
harder—in order to accomplish these 
goals for all of these workers across 
our country. 

If we did that, I think that ulti-
mately we would have the very inter-
esting result, according to all econo-
mists, of actually injecting more fund-
ing into the economy, creating more 
jobs, not destroying an additional 
200,000 or 300,000 additional jobs this 
year because we did not inject the 
funding that would be provided to the 
unemployed that would be spent on the 
economy that would keep it on the up-
ward tick it is on right now. 

Instead, paradoxically, we are going 
to wind up with Republicans, if they 
are successful in cutting off this fund-
ing for long-term unemployment, see-
ing unemployment actually rise in-
stead of being lower. 

We have to work together in a bipar-
tisan fashion in order to make smart 
investments now that will create the 
jobs, continue our country’s economic 
recovery, and lower unemployment. I 
believe that our national strategy for 
job growth must continue to emphasize 
the areas where we excel as a nation. It 
is education, it is health care, it is 
biotech, it is clean tech, it is tech-
nology in general, and it is the invest-
ment into these areas that continues 
to give us the opportunity to be an en-
gine for job growth in the world. 

But while we chase this dawn of a 
brighter economy, we must not leave 
behind millions of Americans and their 
families. Let’s not punish those who 
are already the victims and who con-
tinue to be the victims of a Wall Street 

collapse because we, as a nation, fail to 
understand and identify these innocent 
victims who still sit up there with 
their families. 

I hope we can come together on a bi-
partisan basis to continue this program 
which is such a lifeline to the unem-
ployed, their families and our econ-
omy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri. 

Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, first 
of all, on the bill before us, we should 
be sure to continue to remember, if you 
are an employee and do lose your job 
today or tomorrow or in coming weeks, 
in every State you immediately qualify 
for 6 months of unemployment. In 
States that have high unemployment 
you immediately qualify for an addi-
tional 13 to 20 weeks. 

There are really two different de-
bates going on here today. One is, is 
this really a long-term plan or a long- 
term policy? I suggest if this Congress 
and the administration spent the kind 
of effort and time on what it takes to 
create private sector jobs or encourage 
the environment where that happens, 
we would be spending our time much 
more wisely than we are as we con-
tinue to perpetuate a program that the 
majority would suggest should not 
even be paid for and many would sug-
gest is just not a program at all. 

Other things that are affecting our 
economy is why I came to the floor 
today. There are a number of things, 
from constantly talking about more 
taxes to higher utility bills to more 
regulation to, obviously, this over-
whelming discussion about health care. 
I noticed the majority leader this 
weekend said that roughly a third of 
all the people who have been added to 
the insured roles because of the Afford-
able Care Act were because of a bill I 
introduced in 2009 that would allow de-
pendents or children to stay on their 
family policies longer. I was the only 
one who introduced that bill in the 
House. I don’t think it was introduced 
in the Senate. I thought it was a good 
idea then. I think it is a good idea now. 
Apparently, it is such a good idea that 
a third of all the people who have in-
surance that did not have insurance be-
fore are just because of that bill. 

I have the bill before me. It was H. 
Res. 3887. It is 31⁄2 pages that could have 
passed by itself—not 2,700 pages, 31⁄2 
pages that would have added a third of 
all of the people the majority of the 
Senate said had been added because of 
the Affordable Care Act. No taxpayer 
money involved; 31⁄2 pages that would 
not have disrupted anybody else’s in-
surance. 

There were other solutions out there 
that would have made a lot more sense. 
I am tired of hearing from the adminis-
tration that nobody else had any other 
ideas. Apparently my idea was one- 
third of all the people who have been 
added to insurance, according to the 
majority leader. Apparently, I had a 
third of all of the ideas, and they were 
in 31⁄2 pages with no taxpayer cost. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:17 Jan 09, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G08JA6.004 S08JAPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S93 January 8, 2014 
Just as I suspect is the case with 

every Senator, I am getting letters, 
postings on our Facebook page, con-
tacts through all of the social media 
every day, from Missourians who are 
seeing this is not working out like they 
thought it was going to work out. At 
Ozark Technical Community College in 
Springfield, MO, my hometown, the ad-
junct faculty there, as is the case in 
many community colleges, has taught 
an awful lot of the courses. I think 58 
percent of the courses taught are 
taught not by full-time faculty mem-
bers but by part-time members. The 
problem is those faculty members are 
now more part-time than they were be-
fore. Many of them were teaching 30 
credit hours per year prior to this year. 
But largely because of the Affordable 
Care Act, they are now teaching 24 
credit hours. They lost that percentage 
of their work, that percentage of their 
pay, that percentage of their ability to 
work with and be dedicated to stu-
dents. 

According to the Springfield news-
paper, the Affordable Care Act is one of 
the reasons that for those faculty 
members, 58 percent of all the credit 
hours taught are taught by people 
many of whom were teaching 30 credit 
hours and are now are teaching 24 cred-
it hours. There is only one reason that 
they are working 24 hours a week in-
stead of 30, and that is because 30 is the 
point where benefits, according to the 
Affordable Care Act, have to be offered 
at a level that is defined by the Afford-
able Care Act, not defined by the com-
munity college. 

In fact, some community college in 
America, I am sure, gave some benefits 
before for people who were part of the 
adjunct faculty, just not the benefits 
the Federal Government appears to 
think are absolutely necessary. 

Let me go through a few emails from 
people who reached out to our office in 
recent days. 

Jeffrey, from Blue Springs, MO, is a 
small business owner who offers health 
care benefits to his employees. Jeffrey 
said: 

It feels like a bait and switch. Get every-
one to drop the coverage they liked, then 
stick it to them once company provided 
healthcare is no longer available. 

When I was home—as I was for much 
of the break we just had—I asked peo-
ple: What are you doing with your 
health care? Employer after employer 
who doesn’t have 50 employees and is 
not impacted by this is saying: I think 
the government is about to take this 
over, and before they get in, I am get-
ting out. 

The 12 people at the dentist’s office 
and the 36 people at the radio station 
either lost their health care January 1 
or already know they are going to lose 
it next January 1, and the only reason 
is the so-called Affordable Care Act. 

Marsha, out of Auxvasse, MO, has 
three children who are all under the 
age of 5. Her husband’s employer has 
been informed that because of 
ObamaCare, they will have to absorb 

more than $1 million in order to keep 
providing insurance for their employ-
ees. The employer is still trying to do 
that, but the coverage is not what it 
was, the deductible is higher than it 
was, and one of the messages is ‘‘We 
may not be able to do this much 
longer.’’ 

Sabra and her husband, from Purdy, 
MO, were notified that they will lose 
health care—and did lose their health 
care—on December 31 because of the 
health care act. She said: 

We live on less than $14,000. Now we are at 
a point where we have to make a choice, food 
or medication, both of which I can no longer 
afford. So I choose to go without the much 
needed medication. 

Theresa’s husband—they are from 
Joplin, MO—lost his coverage on De-
cember 31. When she tried to sign up 
for health coverage at healthcare.gov, 
she was told they were ineligible be-
cause they were incarcerated. It turns 
out neither of them has ever been ar-
rested or incarcerated at all, but they 
were ineligible because they were in-
carcerated. 

I guess the greater point there is that 
he lost his health care. She would not 
have been on healthcare.gov and found 
out—much to her surprise—that the 
government believes she is incarcer-
ated if her husband hadn’t lost his 
health care at work. 

Melanie, from St. Charles, MO, is a 
single mother of three. Her employers 
cut her hours because of ObamaCare. 
She is no longer able to work more 
than 28 hours a week and had to find 
two additional part-time jobs to make 
up for the job she lost. 

Here is what she said: 
I feel like the government is working 

against me, and I am the person they say 
they are trying to help. 

Jean, from St. Louis, said her insur-
ance was canceled because of the Presi-
dent’s health care plan. The most simi-
lar plan she could find in the exchange 
to the one she had before cost $775 per 
month, which is more than double 
what she was paying before the Afford-
able Care Act. 

She said: 
Why did we break a healthcare system that 

allowed people to find what they needed, in-
stead of just government making improve-
ments to it? 

Jefferson City Schools, which is in 
the same city as our State capital, said 
the health care plan will cost their 
school district $150,000. They have to 
pay for health insurance for substitute 
teachers, which they didn’t pay for in 
the past. There are people who are lis-
tening to this who will think: That is 
fine; they are paying for substitute 
teachers. Many of those substitute 
teachers are no longer allowed to work 
30 hours a week in school districts all 
over America, and then there are oth-
ers in districts, such as this one, where 
it costs $150,000 more than it did. 

The district officials in the article I 
read didn’t go as far as to say the Fed-
eral Government is hurting more than 
it is helping, but they did point out 

that $150,000 is about three full-time 
teachers whom they won’t hire whom 
they might have been able to hire oth-
erwise. 

Barbara, from Novinger, MO, said: 
For the first time in 50 years, my husband 

and I do not have health care. My hours have 
been reduced from 40 to 28 hours a week and 
they pulled out our insurance at work. 

Interestingly, employers who pro-
vided insurance for years because they 
thought it was the right thing to do 
and the competitive thing to do are 
now taking a different view of this 
when the government begins to tell 
them what they have to do. 

I think it is one of the most inter-
esting applications of the health care 
law. When the government begins to 
tell you what you have to do, then sud-
denly it is OK not to do anything ex-
cept what you have to do. How do you 
meet that criteria? How do you draw 
that line? You have people work less 
than 30 hours, you don’t create new 
jobs, or you outsource your work. 

Let me give three or four more exam-
ples as I finish with my time on the 
floor. 

Sandra, from Springfield, is upset 
that her health care plan will require 
them to have pediatric dentistry and 
maternity care. 

She said: 
I’m upset that my health care plan will re-

quire my husband and I to have pediatric 
dentistry and maternity care that we do not 
need to have. 

I don’t know how many letters like 
that all of us have received. The bene-
fits are supposed to be better than the 
insurance they had, but for a whole lot 
of people, it turns out these are bene-
fits they simply don’t need. Suddenly, 
they are paying for benefits they don’t 
need, and people who don’t have insur-
ance can have insurance once they get 
sick. How is that supposed to make any 
kind of economic sense or health care 
sense? 

Mark, from Chesterfield, MO, said 
that his plan was canceled because his 
plan—back to my point, I suppose— 
didn’t meet the requirements of the 
President’s health care plan. 

Here is what he said: 
My current plan will no longer be offered 

after December of 2014. This is a direct con-
tradiction to President Obama’s promise 
that I could keep my plan. 

Some people lost their insurance on 
December 31 of last year. Other people 
have already been told they are going 
to lose their insurance December 31 of 
next year. 

This letter is from somebody who 
works at the Ozarks Medical Center 
and lives in West Plains. 

We are a sole community provider, with 
the closest hospital providing the same level 
of care or above over 100 miles away. The 
loss of this healthcare system will devastate 
the economics of this community and sur-
rounding communities. 

What we are going to find is a system 
that is not designed to meet the needs 
of the people of the country. What we 
could have done is we could have given 
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them more choices to figure out what 
they need to meet their needs instead 
of coming up with a system that sim-
ply is going to leave so many people 
who had insurance 2 years ago without 
insurance 2 years from now. Surely 
that wasn’t the goal, but people in this 
Chamber and Washington, DC, had bet-
ter wake up and figure this out. Wheth-
er that was the goal or not, it is going 
to be the result if we don’t do some-
thing about it. 

The best thing to do is to start over— 
now that we have learned all we have 
learned over the last 4 years—and 
make changes to the best health care 
system in the world that will make it 
even better and work for more people. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-

publican whip. 
Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, de-

spite the differences between the dif-
ferent sides of the aisle on the under-
lying legislation—particularly on the 
refusal so far of the majority leader to 
actually pay for the $6 billion cost of 
the 3-month extension of long-term un-
employment benefits and adding that 
$6 billion to the $17.3 trillion national 
debt—I am confident both parties 
would like to find a way to deal with 
the problem of America’s long-term 
unemployed. 

There are people who don’t nec-
essarily want to collect unemployment 
benefits because they want a job and 
they want to work. They want to pro-
vide for their families. 

Even as we stand here and debate yet 
another extension of Federal unem-
ployment benefits, it is important that 
we keep the big picture in mind. Obvi-
ously, what we are talking about—just 
to remind everybody—is the basic un-
employment program, which provides 
half a year or 26 weeks of unemploy-
ment benefits. Democrats want to ex-
tend that emergency measure, which 
was enacted after the fiscal crisis of 
2008 and now appears to be permanent. 
We have spent $250 billion since 2008, 
and to continue to recklessly borrow 
money from our creditors, such as the 
Chinese, and others, and leave it for 
our children to pay back—how respon-
sible is that? 

The best way to help the unemployed 
and the best way to help Americans 
and America is to increase economic 
growth and increase job creation. 

We had a grand experiment known as 
the stimulus, which was back in 2009 
when we had $1 trillion worth of bor-
rowed money. Grand projections were 
made at that time that if the Federal 
Government would just spend borrowed 
money rather than have the private 
sector do it, we would see unemploy-
ment rates plummet, and, of course, 
that has proven not to be the case. In 
fact, this economic recovery after the 
great recession of 2008 has been the 
slowest economic recovery we have 
seen since the Great Depression back 
in the 1930s. 

Congress and the Federal Govern-
ment can’t adopt policies that hamper 

growth and discourage job creation and 
expect the economy to grow and jobs to 
be created. Let me say that again. You 
can’t adopt policies that actually dis-
courage small businesses from starting 
a business or growing their business 
and creating jobs and expect jobs and 
economic growth to follow. What that 
means is that, notwithstanding the 
good intentions of those who embrace 
some of these policies, they are actu-
ally hurting the unemployed no matter 
how many times they want to extend 
unemployment benefits on a long-term 
basis. Unfortunately, that is exactly 
what the Obama administration has 
done time and time again. 

Let me say that I am confident Presi-
dent Obama would like to help people 
who can’t find work. I am sure the 
President believes as well that 
ObamaCare will improve the health 
care system for 300-plus million Ameri-
cans. The problem is that we have seen 
that this experiment in big government 
and government takeovers—whether it 
is of the health care system or through 
a $1 trillion stimulus package—simply 
has not worked. At some point good in-
tentions have to give way to reality 
and the facts, especially when those 
good intentions are not translated into 
good results. 

Let me give one example. Recently, I 
was in Tyler, TX—which is over in 
northeast Texas near Louisiana—at a 
restaurant doing a roundtable on the 
impact of the Affordable Care Act, or 
ObamaCare, on employers, such as the 
owner of the small diner where we met. 
He told many tales, but one story that 
stuck in my mind was of a single moth-
er who, instead of working her normal 
40 hours a week, was relegated to a 
part-time job of 30 hours a week, and 
that is in order for her employer to 
avoid the penalties and mandates of 
ObamaCare. So what this single mom 
has to do in order to compensate for 
her lost income is to find another part- 
time job. So instead of working 40 
hours at one job, she works 60 hours at 
two jobs in order to make up for that 
lost income. Here again, if the Presi-
dent and his allies think we are going 
to make up for the lost wages this sin-
gle mom is making by having her 
workweek cut from 40 hours to 30 
hours, I think they need to think 
again. That is what I mean when I say 
the policies of this administration have 
actually hurt the very people they now 
say they want to help by increasing 
long-term unemployment benefits. 

It is true that facts are stubborn, and 
there is a mountain of evidence that 
says if we pay people too generously, it 
actually discourages some people from 
actively seeking employment. In fact, 
several years ago, President Obama’s 
own former chief White House econo-
mist said that ‘‘job search is inversely 
related to the generosity of employ-
ment benefits.’’ Translated, that means 
if we pay people too much not to work, 
some people are going to be persuaded 
not to look for work. 

Indeed, I know there are perhaps 
many explanations for the slow eco-

nomic recovery and the high rate of 
unemployment, which is up around 7 
percent, including the largest number 
of people who simply dropped out of 
the workforce in the last 30 years, 
known as the labor participation rate. 
There are a lot of reasons for why we 
find ourselves where we are now. But 
adding benefits for people not to work 
and not dealing with the underlying 
problem of slow economic growth and 
people being discouraged from creating 
new jobs or making full-time work 
part-time work—we need to be looking 
at the root causes of the problem as 
well as the problems and the policies of 
this administration time and time 
again. 

The majority leader and his allies 
want to extend benefits for 3 more 
months—3 more months. This is on top 
of the 26 weeks which are part of the 
basic unemployment compensation 
package. But my question is, if we 
want to extend it for 3 months, where 
will we find ourselves 3 months from 
now? Will we be met with yet another 
request for the extension of long-term 
unemployment benefits that adds an-
other $6 billion to the deficit? What 
about 3 months later? 

I hope I can be forgiven for saying 
this feels like a political exercise more 
than a sincere effort to deal with the 
underlying problem of joblessness in 
our country, particularly since we are 
$17.3 trillion in debt, something the 
President seems to not care one bit 
about. Also, as the Federal Reserve be-
gins to wind down their bond-buying 
program, we are going to see interest 
rates go up and we are going to end up 
spending more and more tax dollars 
just to pay our creditors for the debt 
while we ought to be focused on dealing 
with some of the root causes of unem-
ployment. 

Let me get back to my point. Some 
Republicans have offered to find ways 
to pay for this 3-month extension. My 
impression is that if that were done, it 
would probably happen—for 3 months. 
But we have also suggested long-term 
reforms that would make our system of 
unemployment insurance more effec-
tive. Senator ALEXANDER, a former 
Secretary of Education and former 
Governor of Tennessee, discussed yes-
terday at our conference lunch some 
ideas he has, including making Pell 
grants—I think they are in excess of 
$5,000 per person—available so people 
can study job retraining at community 
colleges during that 26 weeks of unem-
ployment. So if they can’t find a job in 
their existing field, they can learn new 
skills that will allow them to get well- 
paying jobs in another field, using 
those Pell grants for job retraining. 

There are a lot of good ideas about 
how we can improve the unemployment 
system if, in fact, the majority leader 
will just allow it. He remains agnostic, 
I would say, at this point about wheth-
er he is even going to allow us to offer 
amendments to pay for the 3-month ex-
tension or some of these good, solid 
ideas of dealing with the root problems 
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rather than just continuing to treat 
the symptom with the same lack of 
success in terms of decreasing jobless-
ness and getting the economy back on 
track. 

I know many of our colleagues on the 
other side share these same goals. Yet 
the majority leader has made it clear 
this week that he is more interested in 
rhetoric and political gamesmanship 
than in real reform. That is why I ob-
jected on Monday night when 17 Sen-
ators were missing. The majority lead-
er wanted to have a vote on cloture 
that was doomed to fail. Why? Not be-
cause he was interested in a real solu-
tion but because he wants a ‘‘gotcha’’ 
moment, to say, look, with 17 Senators 
missing, the 60-vote threshold for clo-
ture was not going to be achieved. 
What possible purpose could be served 
by having that vote then instead of 
doing it on Tuesday? The vote was 
moved to Tuesday, at which time that 
60-vote threshold was met. The only 
conclusion I can draw is the majority 
leader was interested in a ‘‘gotcha’’ 
moment instead of a real solution. For-
tunately, he reconsidered and moved it 
to Tuesday. 

So far, the majority leader is refus-
ing to pay for this extension of bene-
fits. They are refusing to change the 
program by modernizing it, making it 
more efficient, and helping people 
learn new skills so they can get back 
to work, and they are refusing to con-
sider any other ideas than those 
cooked up in the majority leader’s con-
ference room behind closed doors. 

I have in my hand 11 Republican 
amendments, many of them are bipar-
tisan or they enjoy bipartisan support. 
For example, Senator PAUL from Ken-
tucky has the Economic Freedom 
Zones Act. I saw the President an-
nounce this morning—I think there 
were five and he calls them by another 
name—basically, the same sort of con-
cept, looking at blighted areas and try-
ing to provide incentives for invest-
ment and job creation in those areas of 
high unemployment. So Senator PAUL 
has a bill that would deal with that. 

Senator PORTMAN from Ohio has a re-
form that would prohibit simultaneous 
collection of disability benefits and un-
employment. That is double-dipping, it 
seems to me, and something we ought 
to be dealing with. 

Senator MORAN of Kansas has a bill 
he calls the Startup Act 2.0, which is a 
jobs bill. 

Senator COATS of Indiana wants to 
offset the extension of unemployment 
insurance by delaying individual and 
employer mandates for 1 year. The 
President has already done that unilat-
erally for employer mandates. Why not 
delay the individual mandate for 1 year 
and use that to offset this extension for 
3 months of unemployment insurance? 

So there are plenty of ideas out 
there. I mentioned some of them. Both 
of the Senators from Oklahoma have 
amendments that would be good 
amendments to offer on this legisla-
tion. The Senator from Louisiana has 

one. The Senator from New Hampshire 
has one. So these are at least 11 ideas. 
If the majority leader would allow us 
to actually have a real debate as op-
posed to a political exercise, I believe 
we could come up with a bipartisan 
consensus that would actually help 
deal with the underlying problem and 
not just treat the symptoms in a way 
that ignores those root causes. 

Let me get back to what I think is 
cause No. 1 for the difficulties many 
small businesses are having and the 
difficulties many people who work for 
those small businesses are having; that 
is, ObamaCare. I realize some people 
would like us to believe this is all 
about the Web site and once the Web 
site gets fixed it is all going to be 
hunky-dory, regardless of the fact that 
more people have lost their current 
coverage by cancellation than have 
been signed up on the ObamaCare ex-
changes. 

The administration seems particu-
larly proud of the fact that ObamaCare 
has added hundreds of thousands of 
Americans to Medicaid. As we all 
know, this is the safety net program 
designed to help low-income people. 
The problem is Medicaid itself is a fun-
damentally broken program that is 
failing our neediest citizens. The prob-
lems with Medicaid are a stark re-
minder that access to coverage does 
not mean the same thing; access to 
coverage is different from having ac-
cess to care. 

Here is what I mean by that. In Texas 
only about one-third of doctors will see 
a new Medicaid patient. Someone 
might say that doesn’t make much 
sense. It does if we consider the fact 
that Medicaid—this government pro-
gram—pays doctors about 50 cents on 
the dollar of what a private insurance 
coverage would pay, and because it re-
imburses at such a low rate, some phy-
sicians have simply said: I can’t con-
tinue to add new patients to my prac-
tice and be compensated 50 cents on 
the dollar. So they have limited their 
practice. That is what I mean when I 
say there is a difference between access 
to coverage and access to care. 

Medicaid is sorely in need of reform. 
All across the country, Medicaid pa-
tients have been forced to endure the 
humiliating experience of walking into 
a doctor’s office and then getting 
turned away because the office doesn’t 
accept Medicaid for the reason I men-
tioned. 

We have also seen lawsuits brought 
by providers and patients against their 
own State Medicaid Program, saying 
the reimbursement rates are so low, 
doctors can’t actually see patients at 
that price. In Texas, a 2012 survey con-
ducted by the Texas Medical Associa-
tion shows that a large majority of 
Texas physicians agree that Medicaid 
is broken and should not be used as a 
mechanism to reduce the uninsured. 
Despite all of that, there are those who 
say that ObamaCare’s Medicaid expan-
sion will help hospitals cope with ex-
cessive emergency room visits. Again, 

the problem is that flies in the face of 
the facts. In a recent study in Oregon, 
Medicaid recipients in Oregon went to 
the emergency room 40 percent more 
frequently than people without health 
insurance. One might ask why in the 
world would they go to the emergency 
room for routine care if they have Med-
icaid coverage? Because they can’t find 
a doctor to see them at Medicaid 
prices. Again, ObamaCare is creating 
the illusion of access but with no real 
access to care but for through the 
emergency room. 

There are much better ways to ex-
pand health coverage than simply 
pushing Americans into a dysfunc-
tional safety net program that is sup-
posed to help the most vulnerable in 
our society but which does not. Our 
side of the aisle made that argument 
consistently 4 years ago, but the Presi-
dent and his allies chose not to listen 
and decided to go it themselves on a 
purely party-line vote when 
ObamaCare was passed. Maybe after 
voters render their verdict on 
ObamaCare in November, we will have 
another chance to revisit this issue. 

Rather than asking the States to ex-
pand their existing Medicaid Programs, 
the Federal Government should give 
each State greater flexibility to design 
a program that meets those States’ 
needs. What works best in Texas may 
not work as well in New York and vice 
versa. What we ought to do is give the 
States a defined amount of Medicaid 
funds with very few strings attached so 
they can create innovative programs 
that provide quality care. One of the 
good things about doing that is the 
States would actually be the labora-
tories of democracy we have talked 
about from time to time, where we can 
actually learn from best practices and 
innovations, and other States can then 
use that knowledge to improve access 
to quality health care at a more afford-
able price. 

I will tell my colleagues that despite 
all of our differences over ObamaCare, 
Republicans and Democrats alike both 
want to find a way to make health care 
more affordable and more accessible. 
Unfortunately, ObamaCare has proven 
not to have worked out as the most ar-
dent advocates hoped or promised. 

Republicans believe the best way to 
achieve these goals is to leave the 
choices in the hands of patients. That 
is the fundamental difference between 
ObamaCare and the alternatives. The 
President wants the government to 
choose the plan, to choose the doctor, 
and to make those decisions for pa-
tients. We think it is better to leave 
those choices in the hands of patients, 
in consultation with their own per-
sonal physicians—a doctor they have 
come to trust over the years—to help 
counsel them on what are wise health 
care choices for themselves and their 
families. We can add to that by in-
creasing transparency and enlarging a 
real marketplace so people can shop, as 
consumers do day in and day out. We 
know that kind of transparency in 
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terms of price and competition, when it 
comes to people providing a service, 
improves the quality, and it lowers 
costs. That is what our market econ-
omy teaches us. We know, I would hope 
by now, the answer is not to place 
more people into a broken government 
program that takes their choices away. 

As I said earlier, good intentions do 
not always produce good results. But I 
would hope we would learn from our 
mistakes as individuals, as a Congress. 
The results of the last 5 years include 
some pretty miserable outcomes that I 
would hope would cause us to recon-
sider, as we go forward together, to try 
to address the problem of chronic job-
lessness in our society. 

As I said, the last 5 years have given 
us the longest period of high unemploy-
ment since the Great Depression, a 
massive decline in labor workforce par-
ticipation. The percentage of people ac-
tually looking for work has declined to 
a 30-year low. It has also given us grow-
ing income inequality—the thing the 
President says he cares the most 
about, but he does not offer any pro-
posals that deal with the underlying 
cause, merely treating the symptoms 
by paying people extended unemploy-
ment benefits. 

We have seen an explosion of job-kill-
ing regulations. I am reminded when I 
see the Presiding Officer that I think 
the city with the lowest unemployment 
rate in America is Bismarck, ND, if I 
am not mistaken. Close behind that is 
Midland, TX. The two things they have 
in common are the shale gas renais-
sance and the jobs that have been cre-
ated by unleashing this great American 
job-creating machine and particularly 
in the energy sector. So what we need 
to do is look for ways to avoid some of 
the job-killing regulations, which 
make it harder, not easier, to produce 
those jobs in places such as North Da-
kota and Texas. 

We have also seen millions of can-
celed health care policies, millions of 
people with higher premiums, not 
lower premiums like the President of-
fered and promised. We have seen an 
unprecedented increase in our national 
debt and an incredible complacency 
when it comes to adding $6 billion more 
to our national debt for a 3-month ex-
tension of long-term unemployment 
benefits. 

We have seen, not surprisingly, asso-
ciated with all of this a huge erosion in 
the public trust in the Federal Govern-
ment. That is why this side of the aisle 
has been pushing, and will continue to 
push, a new set of policies that address 
the biggest concerns of the American 
people and the biggest challenges fac-
ing the American dream. 

The only question is this list of 11 
bills that Senators on this side of the 
aisle would like to offer on this under-
lying legislation, not just to treat the 
symptoms of unemployment, but actu-
ally deal with the root causes—whether 
the majority leader is going to allow 
those amendments to be taken up, de-
bated, and voted on, and to allow the 

Senate to work its will on a bipartisan 
basis. That remains to be seen. If he 
does not—and recent history does not 
give me a lot of optimism that he 
will—then I think it will become even 
more transparent that this is not an 
exercise in trying to help people who 
are out of work. This is an exercise in 
trying to politicize this in a way that 
distracts attention from the epic fail-
ure of ObamaCare and its wet blanket 
effect on the American economy and 
job creation. 

So I guess hope springs eternal. You 
cannot serve in this body and hope to 
make a difference in the lives of the 
American people without being an opti-
mist by nature, but, unfortunately, in 
the case of the majority leader and 
this, there is some doubt in my mind. 
I hope he proves me wrong. I hope he 
will open this up to an amendment 
process that will allow us to deal with 
the root causes and will not just be an-
other exercise in gotcha Washington 
politics. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. DONNELLY. Madam President, 

family is important to Hoosiers. We 
work hard every day to care and to 
provide for our loved ones and to give 
our children and grandchildren the op-
portunity to live healthy and fulfilling 
lives. 

We also recognize that strong fami-
lies are often built on good jobs. Good 
jobs allow us to put food on the table, 
educate our children, and ultimately 
retire in dignity, and good jobs are, of 
course, critical for stronger commu-
nities and a vibrant economy. It all 
starts with jobs. Without good jobs, 
nothing else works. 

As I have said before, most Ameri-
cans think Congress can do some-
thing—even if it is just not doing any 
harm—to help create jobs and 
strengthen our economy. Unfortu-
nately, over the last year, the partisan 
gridlock that has too often defined 
Congress has been in full force. 

During the starkest example of the 
gridlock, the government shut down. A 
poll found that Americans cited Con-
gress as the single biggest threat to 
our economy. That should have been a 
wake-up call for all of us, a clear signal 
to collectively focus on working to-
gether to give our families the oppor-
tunity to compete and succeed in the 
American economy. 

Opportunity means creating the con-
ditions for businesses to expand and to 
hire more workers. It means an eco-
nomic environment that encourages 
the private sector to invest and inno-
vate in an ever-changing global econ-
omy. It means providing American 
workers with the training they need to 
get the skills and education necessary 
to fill the jobs available today and to 
adapt to fill the jobs and careers of the 
future. 

As we start a new year, I encourage 
us all to refocus our efforts and our at-
tention on our responsibilities to the 

families we represent. To that end, I 
am focused on my opportunity agen-
da—a blueprint of commonsense poli-
cies designed to expand economic op-
portunities for Hoosier workers and 
workers all across our country, for 
businesses, and for their families in 
four critical areas where we can help 
create more good jobs: No. 1, going all- 
in on American energy; No. 2, pro-
viding American workers the training 
necessary to fill the jobs available 
today; No. 3, investing in our infra-
structure; and, No. 4, keeping our coun-
try competitive through exports and 
innovation. 

Why are these four areas important 
to families across our country? As the 
Presiding Officer knows, a strong do-
mestic energy economy is at the foun-
dation of our potential for economic 
success. Affordable, reliable energy al-
lows families to heat their homes and 
to travel to work and to school. Afford-
able, reliable energy ensures businesses 
can manufacture products efficiently, 
on time, and can compete in our global 
economy. Affordable, reliable Amer-
ican energy ensures that we are invest-
ing our money here at home rather 
than each year sending hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars overseas to buy energy 
that is already here in the United 
States. The production of affordable, 
reliable American energy here at home 
creates jobs here at home, not over-
seas. 

Our country is blessed with abundant 
energy resources. In fact, in my State 
of Indiana, we produce coal, biofuels, 
wind and solar energy, and natural 
gas—and we can do more. 

Going all-in on American energy also 
means establishing smart regulations 
that protect our environment while 
also allowing our economy to grow. My 
home State of Indiana is a large pro-
ducer of coal, as I know the Presiding 
Officer’s home State of North Dakota 
is. We are annually in the top 10 of 
coal-producing States in the Nation. 
The coal industry supports over 3,000 
jobs in 10 southwestern Indiana coun-
ties and contributes over $750 million 
to our State’s economy. 

Hoosiers count on the affordable, re-
liable energy from our home State 
coal. This is why efforts to regulate 
carbon dioxide emissions at coal plants 
should be realistic about the tech-
nology that exists now and not nega-
tively impact our economy. If we do 
not address these standards in a com-
monsense way, the affordable, reliable 
energy that Hoosier families and busi-
nesses depend on is in doubt. We should 
also continue full speed ahead on tech-
nology efforts that will make coal a 
cleaner and cleaner energy source for 
all of our energy needs in the years 
ahead. 

Indiana is also a leader in biofuel 
production, where more than 600 Hoo-
siers work at 13 ethanol plants and 5 
biodiesel plants across our State. I 
have seen firsthand the good work 
being done at many of these plants. 
They use products grown here at home 
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to produce fuel here at home, to power 
vehicles here at home. 

With ethanol and other biofuels, we 
are not, again, sending our hard-earned 
money overseas. We are putting our 
neighbors to work. We are putting 
their hard work into creating more en-
ergy and more opportunity in our com-
munities and across our country. This 
industry is another example of Amer-
ican-made energy and American-made 
entrepreneurial leadership. 

Second, it is very important we help 
our workforce hit the ground running 
by improving workforce development 
and training. The Department of Labor 
estimates there are 3.9 million job 
openings in the United States right 
now, despite a national unemployment 
rate of 7 percent and millions of Ameri-
cans looking for work. 

Estimates by the Manufacturing In-
stitute indicate there are as many as 
600,000 job openings in our country that 
remain unfilled because employers can-
not find workers who have the nec-
essary skills to do that job. We must 
make a better effort to close this skills 
gap. 

I often hear from Hoosier business 
owners, educators, and workers about 
the pressing need to close the skills 
gap and have people trained in all of 
these opportunities and skills. Workers 
need to know that the time they spend 
training is more likely to lead to em-
ployment in a good-paying job, as em-
ployers are more likely to hire people 
they know have the training that is 
needed to be productive on day one. 

Third, it is important we invest in in-
frastructure. Indiana is called the 
‘‘Crossroads of America.’’ In order to 
live up to our name, we need the best 
roads, the best rail, the best airports, 
the best waterways so we can continue 
to expand our logistics and other trans-
portation industries. Today, 22 percent 
of our bridges are structurally defi-
cient or functionally obsolete. Seven-
teen percent of Indiana’s roads are in 
poor or mediocre condition. 

A good way to create jobs in Indiana 
and across the country is to establish 
the right conditions for investment in 
our country’s infrastructure. I have 
and will continue to support encour-
aging investment by requiring govern-
ment agencies to work together to cut 
redtape, set deadlines, and increase 
transparency. 

We should be building things in this 
country, and that means expediting the 
transportation, energy, and other in-
frastructure projects that strengthen 
our economy. 

Finally, it is important we keep Hoo-
sier and all American businesses and 
industries competitive through the 
promotion of exports and innovation. 
We produce some of the best quality 
products in the world—from auto-
mobiles, to agricultural products, to 
medical devices—and we should con-
tinue to look for opportunities to sell 
these products to the rest of the world. 

Manufacturing accounts for a big 
portion of Indiana’s exports, and manu-

factured goods exports support nearly 
23 percent of Indiana’s manufacturing 
jobs. That is much higher than the na-
tional average. Small businesses ac-
count for nearly 17 percent of our ex-
ports. We need to do more to promote 
the good work of these Hoosier busi-
nesses. 

American businesses are competing 
in an increasingly challenging global 
economy, and we must promote a glob-
al economy that is built on responsible 
and fair trade policies. I am a longtime 
supporter of cracking down on cur-
rency manipulation, which results in 
an unfair playing field for American 
manufacturers. 

The Economic Policy Institute esti-
mated that if we address global cur-
rency manipulation, we could reduce 
the U.S. goods trade deficit by up to 
$400 billion and create several million 
jobs right here at home, reducing our 
national unemployment rate. I have 
supported enhanced oversight of cur-
rency exchange rates, including new re-
quirements that the Commerce Depart-
ment investigate claims of undervalued 
foreign currency at the request of U.S. 
industry. 

I also support using U.S. trade law to 
counter the economic harm to U.S. 
manufacturers caused by this currency 
manipulation, and tools to address the 
impact of this misalignment of cur-
rency on U.S. industries. We all know 
good trade policies create good jobs, 
fuel economic growth, and benefit con-
sumers both at home and abroad. Yet 
we also must remember that trade only 
works when everyone is playing by the 
same rules. 

That is why I testified before the 
U.S. International Trade Commission 
regarding the importance of maintain-
ing existing antidumping and counter-
vailing duty orders against unfairly 
traded imports of hot-rolled steel. The 
steel industry supports over 150,000 jobs 
in Indiana. These trade orders help 
maintain a level playing field for an al-
ready vulnerable domestic steel indus-
try. Given a level playing field, Hoosier 
workers can compete with anyone in 
the world, which is why I was pleased 
the ITC ruled that these trade orders 
would be maintained. 

It is critically important that our in-
tellectual property is also respected 
and is also protected. We have a lot of 
work to do, but I am hopeful that Con-
gress can learn from last year’s dys-
function and start this year in a bipar-
tisan way. Senators from both parties 
can agree, there is nothing more im-
portant to American families and 
American communities than good jobs. 
They want us to work for them and not 
worry about politics. 

I look forward to continuing these 
opportunities and these efforts under 
my opportunity agenda. By working on 
commonsense, bipartisan ideas to go 
all in on American energy, to give 
workers the tools they need to hit the 
ground running, to invest in our infra-
structure, and to keep homegrown 
businesses competitive through exports 

and innovation, we can help lower un-
employment and build a stronger econ-
omy. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

BALDWIN). The assistant majority lead-
er. 

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, 50 
years ago today, in his first State of 
the Union Address, President Lyndon 
Johnson committed America to what 
he called a war on poverty. Over the 
next several years, America conducted 
the most ambitions, determined, and 
successful campaign in history to re-
duce poverty since the Great Depres-
sion. 

Later today, my friend Senator HAR-
KIN, the chairman of the Senate HELP 
Committee, will speak in detail about 
the accomplishments of the war on 
poverty. I hope my colleagues will lis-
ten closely. Senator HARKIN himself 
has spent over four decades in Congress 
working to make sure these anti-
poverty programs continue to work. 

We believe on our side of the aisle 
that we have to be careful in spending 
taxpayers’ dollars. But we also believe 
in a safety net, a safety net for those 
Americans who, because of cir-
cumstances beyond their control, need 
a helping hand. I once worked for a 
man who served in the Senate. He was 
my inspiration to enter public life. I 
am honored today to have his Senate 
seat. He was Paul Douglas of Illinois. 
He once said, ‘‘To be a liberal one does 
not have to be a wastrel.’’ He went on 
to say, ‘‘We must, in fact, be thrifty if 
we are to be really humane.’’ I think 
we can balance both. We can help peo-
ple who need a helping hand, but we 
can do it without wasting taxpayers’ 
dollars. 

So what did this war on poverty of 50 
years ago, that has been much ma-
ligned, achieve? Medicare. Medicaid. 
The Head Start Program. The Elemen-
tary and Secondary Education Act, 
which was the first time our Nation 
committed the Federal Government to 
helping local school districts; special 
education legislation, the Higher Edu-
cation Act, which increased grants, 
loans, and work-study opportunities. 

My story is a story that many can re-
peat. I went to college and law school 
borrowing money from the Federal 
Government. It was called the National 
Defense Education Act. I borrowed 
money to get through college and law 
school; otherwise, I could not have 
done it. The deal was that starting a 
year after graduation, you paid it back 
over 10 years at 3-percent interest. I 
like to think that loan from the gov-
ernment, which I paid back, was a good 
investment. It sure was in my life, for 
my family, and I hope some people in 
Illinois might think it was a good in-
vestment for the Nation. But it is an 
indication that a helping hand from 
the government can make a difference, 
a profound difference in a person’s life. 

Before the Higher Education Act and 
the war on poverty, just over 9 percent 
of Americans had college degrees. 
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Today almost one-third of Americans 
have at least a bachelor’s degree. There 
has been no act of Congress, since 
President Lincoln pushed through the 
land grant college system during the 
Civil War, that has done more for high-
er education to democratize it and to 
give us the scientists, doctors, and 
other educated citizens we need. 

Before the war on poverty, before the 
Higher Education Act, before Federal 
loans for students, take a look at the 
colleges and universities. It was the 
province of those who were well-off. It 
was the province of great alumni who 
took care of their sons and daughters. 
It was a very sophisticated group of 
people who went on to higher edu-
cation. It did not include a lot of folks 
like me, the son of an immigrant 
woman who grew up in East Saint 
Louis, IL. But I got my chance, and 
millions like me got their chance, be-
cause of the war on poverty, because of 
the Higher Education Act, and because 
of the thoughtful programs of this Fed-
eral Government that gave me and 
many others a helping hand. 

What else was in the war on poverty? 
The Civil Rights Act of 1964, one of the 
most transformative laws in our his-
tory; the Voting Rights Act of 1965, 
which some view as the most impor-
tant civil rights legislation in our his-
tory; the Fair Housing Act of 1968; we 
expanded efforts to feed families who 
were hungry; we created the food 
stamp program, now known as SNAP; 
and we created the School Breakfast 
Program. 

How important is the School Break-
fast Program to America and to edu-
cation? Visit a school. Meet the kids. 
Talk to the teachers about what a well- 
fed child is as a student compared to 
one who has stomach pains from lack 
of breakfast and lack of food. 

A few years ago there was an inter-
esting exchange, not surprisingly on 
the Glenn Beck show on Fox. There 
was an actor on there who was really 
upset about the growing role of the 
Federal Government. Here is what he 
said, this actor on Glenn Beck’s Fox 
News show: 

We are a capitalistic society. Okay. I go 
into business and I don’t make it, I go bank-
rupt. They, the government, aren’t going to 
bail me out. 

And then he added: 
I have been on food stamps and welfare. 

Anybody help me out? No. 

Wait a minute. He was on food 
stamps and welfare. That came from 
the same government he was just ma-
ligning. Let me repeat that. This con-
servative actor said: 

I have been on food stamps and welfare. 
Anybody help me out? No. 

That is an indication of how people 
get so far afield when they criticize the 
government without pausing to reflect. 
Folks used to say to us during the 
course of this health care debate: Keep 
government out of my Medicare. My 
Medicare is important to me. Do not 
mess it up. Do not let government— 
government created your Medicare. 

Government created Medicaid for the 
poor and disabled. 

The idea or some variation on it 
seems to be the position of many of our 
friends across the aisle. When it comes 
to government efforts to reduce pov-
erty and create opportunities for mid-
dle-income and poor families, they 
seem to think these programs are just 
going to reward the lazy. 

We are in the middle of a debate 
right now on unemployment benefits. 
The belief on the Republican side of the 
aisle is, if you give people enough 
money to pay their rent and their util-
ity bills, to put gas in their cars, those 
lazy people will never go to work. 

I do not believe that. Will there be 
people who cheat the system? Of 
course. There are wealthy people 
cheating our tax system. But the fact 
is, the vast majority of Americans 
given a helping hand want to get back 
to work. 

The extension of unemployment ben-
efits is the humane and right thing to 
do. It used to be the bipartisan thing to 
do. Right now, we are divided. We could 
only get six Republicans to step up to 
extend unemployment benefits in 
America. Those benefits are now cut 
off at 27 weeks. The average person is 
out of work in our country for 38 
weeks. I have met them and I have 
talked to them. Perhaps people on both 
sides of the aisle should. These folks 
want to get back to work. They are 
desperate to get back to work. But if 
you do not give them unemployment 
benefits they cannot put gas in the car, 
they cannot pay for their cell phone. In 
this day and age, as Senator REED of 
Rhode Island said on the floor, that is 
how you go to work and find a job. You 
need to have your cell phone and your 
car to get up and go. It is not a matter 
of taking a bus and filling out an appli-
cation on a clipboard any more. We 
need to give those folks a helping hand. 
Government needs to do it, because at 
this point in their lives they des-
perately need it. 

I say to my friends in the right con-
servative circles, put down those Ayn 
Rand books for a minute and take a 
look at the real world and listen to 
some real economists too. The non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office 
tells us that extending unemployment 
benefits for the long-term unemployed 
will create 240,000 jobs in America. 

How is that possible? How can spend-
ing $26 billion on unemployment bene-
fits create jobs? I thought these folks 
were out of work. What do they do with 
the money they receive in unemploy-
ment benefits? Do they put it into the 
stock market, into their savings ac-
count? No. They spend it. They buy 
clothes for their kids. They pay the 
utility bills. They fill up their cars 
with gas. They put it right back in the 
economy because they are living lit-
erally day-to-day. So 240,000 jobs will 
be created if we extend unemployment 
benefits. For those who say we should 
not, sadly they are reducing the num-
ber of jobs available. That is the funda-

mental point that many on the far 
right do not seem to understand. Help-
ing to reduce poverty and create oppor-
tunity in America is going to help us 
all. All of us. It creates a stronger 
economy. 

I know PAUL RYAN. He is my neigh-
bor, being a Congressman from the 
neighboring State of Wisconsin. I like 
him. We served on the Simpson-Bowles 
Commission together. He is thoughtful. 
We disagree on a lot of issues, but he is 
a thoughtful, conscientious person. But 
when he calls America’s social safety 
net a hammock that creates depend-
ency and perpetrates poverty, he is just 
plain wrong. 

Opponents of government action who 
look at the fact that there are still 
poor people in America and conclude 
that therefore the war on poverty 
failed are just as wrong as he is. The 
official poverty level looks only at 
cash income. It does not take into ac-
count noncash benefits such as SNAP 
or housing assistance. 

A recent analysis by the Center on 
Budget Policies and Priorities used a 
broader, more accurate measure of pov-
erty called the supplemental poverty 
measure. That measure looks not just 
at cash income but noncash benefits. 
Using this more accurate measure, the 
center found that government benefits 
elevated 40 million Americans out of 
poverty in 2011. 

We have these Republican critics of 
the food stamp program who say: It is 
just plain wrong that so many people 
are drawing food stamps. They ought 
to go out and meet these people. Who 
are these people? Out of the 43, 44 mil-
lion Americans drawing food stamps, 
over half of them are children, depend-
ent children who are receiving enough 
money through the food stamp pro-
gram for their parents to put food on 
the table. There is also a large portion 
of them who are elderly and disabled, 
and a large portion, 1 million, who are 
veterans. Those are the recipients. 
Many of those who qualify for food 
stamps are working. They are not get-
ting a very good paycheck. They are 
earning the current minimum wage, 
which is not enough to get by. Food 
stamps give them a little extra help 
each month to keep food for their fam-
ily. That is the reality of low-income, 
hard-working Americans, a reality 
which sadly this Chamber is removed 
from many times. This Chamber does 
not realize what people are up against. 

Social Security has had the largest 
impact of any program. But means- 
tested programs, such as SNAP, the 
earned income child credit and the 
child tax credit, lifted 20 million Amer-
icans, including 81⁄2 million children, 
out of poverty. When the Republicans 
in the House particularly want to cut 
back on these programs, they are going 
to push these hard-working, low-in-
come families deeper into debt and fur-
ther away from the basics they need in 
life. 

The poverty rate in America is al-
ready too high. Growing income in-
equality should be an embarrassment 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:17 Jan 09, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00012 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G08JA6.012 S08JAPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S99 January 8, 2014 
to all of us. Lifting 40 million Ameri-
cans out of poverty through the war on 
poverty programs and government as-
sistance is an undeniable success. 
Without the public social safety net, 
the poverty rate in America would be 
nearly twice what it is today. 

Joe Califano served as the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare 
under President Johnson. Here is what 
he said 15 years ago: 

If there is a prize for the political scam of 
the 20th century, it should go to the conserv-
atives for propagating as conventional wis-
dom that the Great Society programs of the 
1960s were misguided and failed social experi-
ments that wasted taxpayers’ money. 

Nothing could be further from the truth. In 
fact, from 1963 when Lyndon Johnson took 
office until 1970 as the impact of his Great 
Society programs were felt, the portion of 
Americans living below poverty dropped 
from 22.2 percent to 12.6 percent, the most 
dramatic decline over such a brief period in 
this century. 

Califano went on to say: 
This reduction in poverty did not just hap-

pen, it was the result of a focused, tenacious 
effort to revolutionize the role of the Federal 
Government in a series of interventions that 
literally enriched the lives of millions of 
Americans. 

Some of the critics say that it is the 
job of churches and charities, not gov-
ernment, to help those who have hit a 
rough patch in life. 

One of my ‘‘sheroes’’ in life is a 
woman named Sister Simone Campbell. 
She is the director of NETWORK, a 
Catholic social justice organization, 
and she is probably better known as 
the ringleader of the ‘‘Nuns on the 
Bus.’’ 

Sister Simone Campbell testified last 
summer at a House hearing chaired by 
Congressman PAUL RYAN of Wisconsin. 
She said that Bread for the World has 
calculated how much money religious 
institutions and charities would have 
to raise just to make up for food stamp 
cuts proposed by last year’s House Re-
publican budget. 

Sister Campbell said: Every church, 
synagogue, mosque, and house of wor-
ship in the United States—every one of 
them—would need to raise $50,000 each 
year for 10 years to make up for pro-
posed cuts that the Republicans want-
ed to make in the food stamp program 
in the House of Representatives. That 
is only one cut that they have pro-
posed. 

To say that the charities of America, 
which are legendary and well deserved 
in terms of their praise—to say that 
they can take care of this problem ig-
nores the reality. 

Denigrating and decimating anti- 
poverty programs won’t reduce poverty 
or create jobs or strengthen America’s 
struggling and shrinking middle class. 
As President Johnson said nearly 50 
years ago: ‘‘Our time is necessarily 
short and our agenda is already long.’’ 

So we ask our friends on the other 
side of the aisle to work with us to help 
Americans. Please start off by extend-
ing unemployment benefits for 1.3 mil-
lion Americans. For goodness sake, at 

this time of year when most of this 
country is facing bone-chilling cold in 
Wisconsin and Illinois—we just went 
through it this week. I have never seen 
conditions such as this that I can ever 
remember—and to think that it might 
be part of an unemployed worker’s 
family, wondering if they might be able 
to pay that utility bill, keep the kids 
warm, put some food on the table, 
while they look for a job—and we pick 
this moment in time to cut unemploy-
ment benefits. 

We are a caring and compassionate 
nation. If we can’t stand behind those 
who are struggling at this point in life, 
who are we? What are we? There are all 
kinds of excuses that could be made, 
but at the bottom line it gets down to 
something very basic. 

John Kasich is the Governor of Ohio. 
He and I came to know one another 
when we were both elected to the 
House of Representatives some years 
ago. He is a Republican. He is one of 
the few who won in 1982 and went on to 
become Governor of the State. 

He had a moment of reflection the 
other day, which I will paraphrase. He 
said: I would like to say to my Repub-
lican friends, when you die and get to 
the pearly gates, St. Peter is not going 
to ask you how much you invested in 
your life in making government small-
er, you are going to be asked what did 
you do to help the poor while you were 
on Earth? 

That is a legitimate question Gov-
ernor Kasich raised, not only for Re-
publicans but for all of us. What have 
we done to help those people who are 
struggling to get by—those who would 
be very interested in a long-term de-
bate about growing our economy but 
are more interested in putting food on 
the table today. That is what it is all 
about. 

The war on poverty successfully 
raised Americans out of poverty. The 
government stepped in when there was 
no place else to turn. That is truly the 
role of government, to be there when 
there is no place else to turn. 

The American family, through its 
government, stood by those who were 
less fortunate. We have to do the same 
thing. 

I will close by saying the proposal 
Senator MCCONNELL made yesterday 
troubles me greatly. He said: We will 
pay for the extension of unemployment 
benefits, $26 billion, but the way we 
will pay for it—the Republicans sug-
gested—was to eliminate that section 
of the Affordable Care Act which guar-
antees that you can’t discriminate 
against people because of preexisting 
medical conditions. 

What the situation was before this 
law passed was, of course, if someone 
had a child with diabetes, if their wife 
was recovering from cancer, they 
might not be able to buy health insur-
ance or if they did, it would be too ex-
pensive. We changed that. We said they 
can’t discriminate against people with 
preexisting conditions. 

Senator MCCONNELL came to the 
floor yesterday and said: We want to 

eliminate the personal responsibility 
section when it comes to the Afford-
able Care Act, we want to eliminate 
the so-called individual mandate, and 
that is how we will pay for 1 year of un-
employment benefits. 

What Senator MCCONNELL was sug-
gesting was reintroducing into health 
insurance this discrimination against 
people with preexisting conditions for 
300 million Americans as a way to pay 
for 3 months or 1 year of unemploy-
ment benefits. That is a terrible trade- 
off. 

I know how much the other side 
hates and loathes the Affordable Care 
Act. A Senator from Arkansas, Dale 
Bumpers, used a phrase often: They 
hate the Affordable Care Act like the 
devil hates holy water. 

But the fact is to turn on 300 million 
Americans and to remove their protec-
tion under the Affordable Care Act 
against discrimination based on pre-
existing medical conditions to pay for 
unemployment benefits—what a Faust-
ian bargain. 

Is that the best the other side can 
come up with? It isn’t. 

The best they can come up with is to 
stand by these people, the less fortu-
nate people among us struggling to 
find work and give them the basics of 
life, give them the necessities they 
need to get by. I am confident they will 
find a job, get back to work, and they 
will be taxpayers again someday. Let’s 
stand by them, their spouses, and their 
children in this time of need. 

That is what happened 50 years ago 
with President LBJ’s State of the 
Union address. That is what should 
happen today. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mrs. FISCHER. As we begin a new 

year, the Senate returns with many 
significant challenges before us. One 
such challenge is the security of our 
citizens’ private information. 

Just before Christmas, news broke 
out that Target, a popular retail store 
in Nebraska and all across this Nation, 
had experienced an enormous data 
breach involving nearly 40 million 
debit and credit account numbers. That 
is nearly 1 in 10 Americans who had 
their sensitive personal information 
put in jeopardy. 

Between November 27 and December 
15, scammers silently stole massive 
amounts of consumer information from 
Target. The timing of this breach is 
significant, not only because it hap-
pened during the peak of the holiday 
shopping season, but also because this 
data is reportedly being sold on black 
markets around the world. 

On December 20, Target announced: 
‘‘The information involved in this inci-
dent included customer name, credit or 
debit card number, and the card’s expi-
ration date and CVV.’’ 

It was further determined on Decem-
ber 27 that encrypted PIN information, 
or encrypted personal identification 
numbers, associated with that data was 
also stolen. 
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This wasn’t only an attack on Tar-

get, which has 14 stores in my home 
State of Nebraska, it was a crime 
against millions of hardworking citi-
zens. Let me be clear. It is also much 
more than just a mere inconvenience 
for consumers. 

Yes, such thefts complicate the daily 
routines of Americans, but it can also 
potentially damage their credit rat-
ings, and it is an incredible tax on peo-
ple’s time. It also leaves many feeling 
vulnerable, including, unfortunately, 
the most vulnerable among us, the el-
derly. 

As a Member of the Senate Com-
merce Committee, which has jurisdic-
tion over this issue, I urge the chair-
man and our ranking member to begin 
looking into this matter further. Our 
Nation’s entire data security system is 
in desperate need of revamping, and 
that is going to require congressional 
action. 

What happened with that Target 
breach was not an isolated incident. 

TJX Companies, which owns national 
retail chains TJ Maxx and Marshalls, 
was breached in 2007. Sony and Epsilon 
were also attacked in 2011. 

We learned on New Year’s Eve that 
the popular social communication plat-
form Snapchat was also hacked, a 
breach of about 4.6 million user names 
with their corresponding phone num-
bers. These are only the latest exam-
ples, but we all know the problems run 
much, much deeper. 

Identity theft has been the No. 1 con-
sumer complaint at the Federal Trade 
Commission for the last 13 years in a 
row. The average financial loss for each 
instance of identity theft is $4,930, and 
it has been estimated that identity 
theft resulted in a $24.7 billion loss for 
our country in 2012. 

Given these realities, we need to 
dedicate more time and energy to solu-
tions that substantially improve the 
safety of our online activities. While 
the Target breach is important and de-
serves our attention, so too should the 
security risks posed by healthcare.gov, 
as well as the Federal and State insur-
ance exchanges set up under 
ObamaCare. 

Experian, a major U.S. credit report-
ing bureau, recently released its ‘‘2014 
Data Breach Industry Forecast,’’ which 
states: ‘‘The healthcare industry, by 
far, will be the most susceptible to pub-
licly disclosed and widely scrutinized 
data breaches in 2014.’’ 

As those who found out the hard way 
can tell us, healthcare.gov takes and 
holds a lot of sensitive information, in-
cluding our social security numbers, 
names, and other information that can 
be transmitted. It has also been re-
ported that hackers have attempted to 
break into the Web site at least 16 dif-
ferent times. Several experts say those 
numbers are very conservative esti-
mates of known attempts. 

Health and Human Services contrac-
tors also identified security vulnerabil-
ities, which HHS ignored, before the 
site went public on October 1. 

The protections and breach notifica-
tions standards for ObamaCare, which 
people were forced into, don’t even 
meet the minimum standards put in 
place for the private sector. Every Ne-
braskan, and every American, has the 
right to know if their private informa-
tion has been compromised because of 
ObamaCare. 

Fortunately, data security appears to 
be an area where Republicans and 
Democrats can come together and do 
something positive for the American 
people. 

We must take great care, however, 
not to make the problem worse. Smart 
policy results from an open, collabo-
rative process, with input from busi-
nesses, consumers, and security ex-
perts. That is going to be the answer, 
not more red tape. 

We should seek to streamline our 
data security laws to provide clarity 
and consistency. I look forward to 
working with my colleagues on the 
commerce committee to address these 
data breaches and to protect the integ-
rity of Nebraskans’ and Americans’ 
personal information. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
Mr. LEAHY. While the distinguished 

Senator from Nebraska is still on the 
floor, I found much to agree with in her 
comments. 

I hope that after we introduce the 
Personal Data Privacy and Security 
Act she may wish to become a cospon-
sor. This would better protect Ameri-
cans from the growing threat of data 
breaches and identity theft. 

Last year, according to Verizon’s re-
port, there were more than 600 publicly 
disclosed data breaches all over the 
country. 

The recent breach of Target involved 
debit and credit card data of as many 
as 14 million customers. That is a re-
minder that developing a comprehen-
sive national strategy to protect data 
privacy and cyber security remains one 
of the most challenging and important 
issues facing our Nation. 

The Personal Data Privacy and Secu-
rity Act will help meet this challenge, 
by better protecting Americans from 
the growing threat of data breaches 
and identity theft. I thank Senators 
FRANKEN, SCHUMER, and BLUMENTHAL 
for cosponsoring it. 

When I first introduced this bill 9 
years ago, I thought we very urgently 
needed privacy reforms for the Amer-
ican people. At that time, the threat to 
the American people was nowhere near 
as extensive as it is today. 

The Judiciary Committee has favor-
ably reported this bill in the past—Re-
publicans and Democrats have joined 
together numerous times—but it has 
languished on the Senate calendar. 

I wish to point out some of the dan-
gers to Americans’ privacy and our na-
tional security posed by data breaches 
that have not gone away. According to 
the Privacy Rights Clearinghouse, 
more than 662 million records have 

been involved in data security breaches 
since 2005. In Verizon’s ‘‘2013 Data 
Breach Investigations Report,’’ there 
were more than 600 publicly disclosed 
data breaches. 

These are just the ones that are pub-
licly disclosed. 

The Personal Data Privacy and Secu-
rity Act requires companies that have 
databases with sensitive personal infor-
mation on Americans to establish and 
implement data privacy and security 
programs. The bill would also establish 
a single nationwide standard for data 
breach notification and require notice 
to consumers when their sensitive per-
sonal information has been com-
promised. It provides for tough crimi-
nal penalties for anyone who would in-
tentionally and willfully conceal the 
fact that a data breach has occurred 
when the breach causes economic dam-
age to consumers. The requirement for 
companies to publicly disclose a breach 
will also encourage them to implement 
far better security than many have 
today. 

Protecting privacy rights is of crit-
ical importance to all of us, regardless 
of party or ideology. I hope all Sen-
ators will join with this. 

RETIREMENT OF BARRY MEYER 
Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I 

would like to speak for a few minutes 
on a personal matter. It is about a dear 
friend of mine, Barry Meyer. I would 
like to recognize his remarkable ca-
reer. He is retiring this month from 
Warner Brothers after 42 years with 
the company. 

We know that Warner Brothers is one 
of America’s most legendary entertain-
ment companies. It is a household 
name for families around the Nation. I 
think of the times I have walked 
through the company’s grounds with 
Barry Meyer. We would talk about his 
coming there as a young lawyer and 
about the history of the company that 
he eventually came to lead. He showed 
an impressive sense of history, and it is 
gratifying to see somebody who takes 
such pride in his work. 

We have all heard of Warner Broth-
ers, but far fewer Americans have 
heard about the man behind the magic 
for the past 14 years. It is a testament 
to his leadership as chairman and CEO 
that he allowed the company and its 
properties to shine in the spotlight. 

Despite his quiet style, Barry stood 
at the forefront of pop culture during 
his tenure at Warner Brothers. Think 
of movies and television shows such as 
‘‘Harry Potter,’’ ‘‘The Big Bang The-
ory,’’ ‘‘The Blind Side,’’ and ‘‘The Dark 
Knight’’ trilogy. They made people 
laugh, cry, or simply marvel at the 
memorable productions that have 
sprung from his tenure at this com-
pany. 

I would also note as a lifelong Bat-
man fan that I have had the oppor-
tunity to see two of Barry’s produc-
tions from the inside while they were 
filming. I can speak firsthand to the 
culture he fostered at Warner Brothers 
that brought people together and al-
lowed creativity to flourish. 
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Barry first joined Warner Brothers in 

1971—before I was in the Senate, I 
might add—as director of business af-
fairs for the television division. In 1999 
he became chairman and CEO. His 
steady leadership of the company came 
at a time when the entertainment in-
dustry was beginning to face new chal-
lenges. The industry was facing the 
rise of the Internet as well as the tre-
mendous challenge of online piracy. 
Barry pushed the company to innovate, 
but he also became an important voice 
about the impact online piracy has on 
our economy and on industries that are 
a vibrant part of American life. His 
counsel has been invaluable to me as 
Congress has looked for solutions to 
address this issue. He has always been 
available to give advice—solid advice 
based on knowledge, not on emotion. 

Warner Brothers has been one of the 
world’s most successful entertainment 
companies under Barry’s tenure, but he 
has also focused on humanitarian and 
charitable pursuits. He is a member of 
the board of directors for Human 
Rights Watch and the advisory board of 
the National Museum of American His-
tory here at the Smithsonian. 

He was also recognized in 2006 with 
the American Jewish Committee’s 
Dorothy and Sherrill C. Corwin Human 
Relations Award for his humanitarian 
efforts. I know that when he was given 
that award, his request was that the 
speakers not praise him but instead 
praise things of importance to all 
Americans. This is typical of Barry 
Meyer as a person. 

Among these efforts was joining with 
his wife Wendy to establish scholar-
ships at the University of Southern 
California to support students who 
have been in foster care. Barry and 
Wendy have wonderful children and 
grandchildren. They have a loving fam-
ily with them. Visitors to their home 
find that it is a welcoming place that 
feels lived in, a place where children 
and grandchildren can feel comfortable 
and play. Barry and Wendy are fortu-
nate to have that family. What they 
have done is they have worked to help 
those who have not necessarily had 
that advantage. 

My wife Marcelle and I have gotten 
to know Barry and Wendy. They have 
been together with us in Vermont, here 
in Washington, and out in California. 
Some people who have the position he 
does might make sure everybody 
knows that they are important—not so 
with either one of them. They are 
down-to-earth and quiet. When we get 
together, we pick up the conversation 
we had months before. They make you 
feel as if you are a member of the fam-
ily. 

So this remarkable couple is going to 
be working in other endeavors. 

There have been some great articles 
about Barry, as he looks back on his 
career and the work he has done to 
make sure the company remains in 
good hands with his successor. As he 
begins this next chapter of his life, I 
wish Barry all the best. I congratulate 

him on a wonderful and distinguished 
career. Warner Brothers and the enter-
tainment industry are not going to be 
quite the same without him, but he 
leaves behind a legacy, an example for 
the next generation to follow. I know 
his successor, and I wish Kevin 
Tsujihara the very best in following 
him. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
a December 29, 2013, article from The 
Wrap, which my daughter Alicia 
showed me. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From TheWrap, Dec. 29, 2013] 
BARRY MEYER ENDS 42-YEAR TENURE AT WAR-

NER BROS.—A MODEST MOGUL WHO 
SHUNNED THE SPOTLIGHT 

(By Brent Lang and Lucas Shaw) 
This year was Meyer’s last at Warner Bros. 

after more than four decades at the studio. 
One of the most low-key moguls in Holly-

wood, Barry Meyer will slip from the stage 
this January, when he relinquishes his title 
as chairman of Warner Bros. 

But Meyer’s 42-year tenure at the studio— 
a remarkable record in its own right, includ-
ing 14 years at the helm—is notable for being 
one of the most effective in the studio’s his-
tory. 

Under his stewardship, Warner Bros. has 
consistently ranked among the industry 
leaders in box office, syndication sales and 
television ratings, launching franchises like 
‘‘Harry Potter,’’ driving the international 
success of shows like ‘‘Two and a Half Men’’ 
all while managing the company during a 
rocky corporate merger with AOL, the rise 
of digital piracy and the steep decline of 
home entertainment. 

And yet, Meyer, 69, is someone you rarely 
saw quoted in the media or taking victory 
laps with stars of the big or small screen—he 
generally left that to others. 

Meyer gave up the CEO title to Kevin 
Tsujihara last March, but has remained as 
chairman to ease the transition. Next 
month, Tsujihara will succeed Meyer in that 
title as well. 

Typical of Meyer’s effectiveness behind- 
the-scenes came when the studios were try-
ing to convince Chris Dodd, the former U.S. 
senator from Connecticut, to take the job as 
the movie industry’s top lobbyist. 

Meyer and Walt Disney Company Chair-
man Bob Iger took Dodd to dinner and sug-
gested his reservations about becoming the 
Motion Picture Association of America’s new 
chairman and CEO were unwarranted. 

‘‘He said ‘Be a leader,’ and that sounds like 
a simple enough thing to say—but that’s 
what he was at Warner Bros.,’’ Dodd told 
TheWrap. ‘‘He was not a grandstander at all 
and he does not seek the spotlight. He was 
not worried if his name was in the press.’’ 

Dodd also recalled that at a screening of 
‘‘Argo’’ by the Motion Picture Association of 
America, Meyer stood in the back of the 
room as the audience applauded director Ben 
Affleck and the real life CIA agent Tony 
Mendez, whose heroism inspired the hit film. 
He waved off Dodd’s attempts to take the 
stage and share in the adulation. 

‘‘That was a quintessential moment and 
that’s why he got listened to every time he 
talked,’’ Dodd said. ‘‘People knew he never 
had agenda.’’ 

Even Meyer’s rivals agree that the mogul’s 
style was one of unusual discretion (he de-
clined to be interviewed for this piece). ‘‘He 
never looked for recognition,’’ Ron Meyer, 
vice chairman of NBCUniversal, told 

TheWrap (no relation). ‘‘He never looked to 
have his name out there.’’ 

Meyer’s accomplishments came at a time 
when the entertainment industry was beset 
by tectonic changes in how people consume, 
distribute and pay for entertainment. 

‘‘He was a source of stability in a choppy 
sea,’’ Hal Vogel, CEO of Vogel Capital Man-
agement, told TheWrap. 

Warren Lieberfarb, the former head of 
home video at the studio, recalled that 
shortly after Meyer assumed his leadership 
role, Time Warner’s rank and file became 
dismayed that the merger with AOL had sent 
the company’s share price plummeting. 

‘‘There was a lot of discontent and agita-
tion in the organization,’’ Lieberfarb re-
called. ‘‘Barry brought stability to the com-
pany and boosted morale at a critical junc-
ture in the post-AOL period and throughout 
the decade.’’ 

Bob Daly, Meyer’s predecessor as chair-
man, said his one hesitation in recom-
mending him for the job was that he lacked 
experience on the film side of the business, 
but noted that his reservations were ulti-
mately unfounded. 

‘‘He was a terrific executive and a good ne-
gotiator, but he wasn’t a movie guy,’’ Daly 
said. ‘‘What he did do was hire great people 
and put them in a position to succeed.’’ 

Meyer’s partnership with Alan Horn, who 
oversaw the movie side of Warner Bros., and 
later with Horn’s successor Jeff Robinov, 
yielded a string of hits such as the ‘‘Harry 
Potter’’ and ‘‘The Dark Knight’’ franchises 
and critical and commercial successes such 
as ‘‘Argo,’’ ‘‘Mystic River’’ and ‘‘The Blind 
Side.’’ 

‘‘The biggest part of his management style 
was in his selection of people he would have 
run his divisions,’’ Charles Roven, producer 
of ‘‘Man of Steel’’ and ‘‘The Dark Knight 
Rises,’’ told TheWrap. ‘‘He had the ability to 
pick excellent people and to trust that they 
were doing a good job.’’ 

Under Meyer, the television side of the 
business produced a stream of hits such as 
‘‘The Big Bang Theory’’ and ‘‘Two and a Half 
Men’’ that made it an even bigger source of 
profits than the film business. Warner Bros. 
remains one of the most prodigious pro-
ducers of television series in the world. 

Meyer also was instrumental in turning 
the CW into a destination for younger female 
viewers with shows such as ‘‘The Vampire 
Diaries’’ and ‘‘Gossip Girl.’’ 

‘‘In the syndication arena they’ve had 
great success and they’ve been able to estab-
lish some first rate shows,’’ Bill Carroll, a 
television industry analyst for Katz Media 
Group, said. ‘‘They have a diverse lineup and 
they have had success each season in intro-
ducing new shows.’’ 

Facing a challenge from digital disrupters, 
under Meyer’s tenure the studio pushed back 
against Netflix by limiting its access to new 
releases, while also signing deals with the 
streaming giants such as Amazon, that li-
censed television programs and other con-
tent. Warner Bros. has also been a key boost-
er of UltraViolet, the studio backed cloud 
service that has helped bolster digital sales 
of films. 

‘‘Barry saw what was happening in the 
world,’’ Les Moonves, chairman and CEO of 
CBS Corp., told TheWrap. ‘‘And he encour-
aged his executives to experiment and figure 
things out.’’ 

Not surprisingly, Tsujihara, the winner of 
a year-long executive bake-off that ulti-
mately led to the departures of Robinov and 
TV chief Bruce Rosenblum, comes from the 
world of online distribution. Now he faces 
the challenge of maintaining Warners’ suc-
cess in the face of myriad technological and 
social challenges. 

‘‘Kevin is a really terrific guy,’’ Daly said. 
‘‘He knows so much about the technology 
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and he’s a good administrator. When you 
look at Warner Bros.’ 90 years, it’s an un-
usual company in that there’s been a re-
markable continuity of management . . . 
Kevin is the right man at this time to run 
this company, but the challenges that he 
faces will be completely different now than 
when I ran it or Barry ran it.’’ 

‘‘Barry continued the Warner Bros. tradi-
tion—you always groom your replacement,’’ 
Daly added. 

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I 
know I look forward to the next time 
Marcelle and I have an opportunity to 
be with Barry and Wendy, and while he 
may be retired, neither one of them is 
going to be sitting back doing nothing. 
I know them too well for that. 

With that, Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. COONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COONS. Madam President, 50 
years ago today President Lyndon 
Johnson challenged a joint session of 
Congress and the American people to 
begin a war on poverty. ‘‘Unfortu-
nately,’’ President Johnson said, 
‘‘many Americans today live on the 
outskirts of hope. Our task is to re-
place their despair with opportunity.’’ 

Since President Johnson first issued 
that call, Congress and our Nation 
have taken important steps to build 
and sustain a circle of protection 
around the most vulnerable in our soci-
ety. That protection is not as complete 
or as strong as it can or should be, but 
through programs such as unemploy-
ment insurance—which we are consid-
ering this week in this Congress—we 
are more able to catch our neighbors 
when they fall and support them as 
they work to get back to their feet. 

Earlier this week this Senate began 
debate on whether to extend emer-
gency unemployment insurance for the 
3,600 Delawareans and more than 1 mil-
lion American job seekers whose bene-
fits just expired. It is absolutely crit-
ical that we approve this extension. 

During this fragile but sustained eco-
nomic recovery, unemployment insur-
ance has been a critical lifeline, one 
that has prevented millions of unem-
ployed Americans from slipping fur-
ther, falling into poverty. In 2012, un-
employment insurance kept 2.5 million 
Americans, including 600,000 children, 
out of poverty. That means without 
Federal action to extend unemploy-
ment insurance, the Nation’s poverty 
rate would have been doubled what it 
was. These numbers are for 2012, not 
the height of the recession. 

So let’s be clear about what we are 
debating when we discuss an unemploy-
ment insurance extension. These are 
long-term benefits for jobless Ameri-
cans who have been out of work 
through no fault of their own for more 
than 26 weeks. When I say through no 

fault of their own, I mean it. People 
cannot get benefits if they are fired for 
cause. As they receive unemployment 
insurance benefits, they must dili-
gently search for another job. So when 
we talk about the millions of long-term 
unemployed Americans, we are talking 
about folks who were laid off because 
of the recession, are fighting to get 
back on their feet, and rely on those 
benefits to keep their families afloat, 
to keep a roof over their head, food on 
the table, their families together, and 
sustain them as they continue looking 
for work. 

Yet 2 weeks ago, funding for long- 
term emergency unemployment insur-
ance benefits ran out. That meant $300 
less weekly income for the average job 
seeker and that meant $400 million left 
our economy in just the first week. 

In Delaware it pulled $877,000 out of 
our economy. That is money that oth-
erwise would be spent in local grocery 
stores and our markets. 

One of the most vexing comments I 
have heard in the debate over whether 
to continue these benefits is that they 
somehow incentivize people to not 
bother looking for jobs, to not be seri-
ous; they instead lull able-bodied 
Americans into lives of dependency. 
Given the people I know in Delaware, 
that is not just absurd, it is, forgive 
me, offensive. As President Obama said 
yesterday, it sells the American people 
short. 

I have met a lot of people in my 
years of public service. I have heard 
from and spoken with Delawareans up 
and down my State who are relying on 
unemployment benefits that they paid 
into when employed. Every one of them 
would trade a job for not relying on un-
employment insurance in a heartbeat. 
Let me share a few stories of Dela-
wareans who have contacted me and 
shared how hard this has been for 
them. 

Debbie from Middleton, DE, wrote to 
me that while she is receiving unem-
ployment benefits, she has applied to 
156 jobs. She has been interviewed 
three times. She is 56. She has worked 
diligently since she was a teenager. 
She has worked hard. She paid her 
taxes. She paid into this unemploy-
ment insurance system practically her 
whole life. Yet now when she needs it 
most, we fail to continue to provide 
this lifeline of support. 

Linda from Newark wrote to me that 
on just $258 a week her family has been 
barely able to stay afloat. They are 
doing everything they can to keep up 
on their bills, to stay current, but even 
with unemployment insurance they 
have had to sell some of their family’s 
treasured possessions and goods. She 
wrote to me: 

This is no way for anyone to live. It’s dis-
heartening and it is difficult to stay moti-
vated to keep searching. 

Frankly, she said: 
I am thoroughly fed up with being cat-

egorized as someone who lives off the Gov-
ernment by collecting unemployment bene-
fits. 

I agree with her because, frankly, 
Linda, you paid into these benefits for 
years. This is what it is there for. 

John from Frederica told me he was 
laid off from the Dover Air Force Base 
in part because of the sequester and 
now depends on unemployment benefits 
while he continues diligently searching 
for another job. This is a man who is a 
Navy veteran, was willing to make the 
ultimate sacrifice for our country. Yet 
right now, because of the partisan grid-
lock in this Congress, we are not there 
for him and his family. 

The millions of Americans such as 
Debbie, Linda, and John in Delaware 
face a very tough job market. Nation-
ally, for every available job there are 
three job seekers. The longer someone 
remains unemployed, the harder it be-
comes for them to find work. The more 
their skills are out of date, the more 
difficult the search becomes and the 
more they need our support to sustain 
that job search. 

I have seen these effects up close and 
personal in Delaware. In my 3 years as 
a Senator I have hosted 16 different job 
fairs to connect Delawareans looking 
for work with employers looking to 
hire, and I have been honored to part-
ner with Senator CARPER and Congress-
man CARNEY in hosting these job fairs. 
In fact, we are hosting another one in 
Dover, DE, in just a few weeks. 

When you listen to unemployed Dela-
wareans and listen to them talk about 
their struggle, about how hard it is to 
keep making ends meet and get a job, 
you get a sense of how important these 
jobs are for their survival as families 
and you get a sense of how much more 
we can and should be doing to tackle 
long-term unemployment in America. 

As poverty of opportunity and hope 
afflicts too many of our communities 
and darkens the lives of too many of 
our neighbors, let us not suffer in this 
Chamber from a poverty of imagina-
tion, determination, and ambition. On 
this issue, which is so fundamental to 
who we are as a nation and to our serv-
ice to this body, we cannot give in to 
complacency and apathy. Fighting pov-
erty is hard, and adapting our economy 
to the realities of a new era is a chal-
lenge we have struggled with for more 
than a generation. It is hard finding 
out how to realize an economy with 
growth that is both strong and more 
equitable, one that is dynamic and cre-
ative and competitive and also has a 
broad middle class, provides security 
for working families and leaves no one 
behind, an economy that invests in the 
dreams and aspirations of every child, 
but building that economy is surely 
one of the most urgent and difficult 
challenges we face. Doing so requires 
that we put aside our personal politics 
and ideologies and come together in 
areas where, until recently, there has 
been a broad and bipartisan consensus. 

I now hear some of my Republican 
colleagues talk on this floor about the 
war on poverty, 50 years later, as hav-
ing been an abject failure. They make 
sweeping indictments on government 
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action, putting small government ide-
ology ahead of the shared national goal 
of fighting poverty. But this perspec-
tive misses the point. The original war 
on poverty was made up of a lot of pro-
grams, energetic initiatives that 
worked at every level of government, 
some that failed but many others that 
through steady and determined bipar-
tisan work and steady improvement 
and refinement over the years have be-
come critical, central, and widely val-
ued strands that hold together our so-
cial safety net. Medicare, Medicaid, 
Head Start, food stamps, unemploy-
ment insurance, all of these programs 
are valued and hold American families 
together and sustain American job 
seekers. Bipartisan leaders across the 
decades have reaffirmed the impor-
tance and value of these programs time 
and time again. These programs, let’s 
remember, are about so much more 
than lifting people out of poverty. 
They are about keeping people out of 
poverty in the first place. We need 
them to build and strengthen the 
American middle class, which is one of 
the greatest legacies of this Nation. 

As we search for ways to adapt our 
fight to new times and new challenges, 
there is no one way to win the war on 
poverty President Johnson declared 50 
years ago. It is not a question of big or 
small government, Federal or local ac-
tion. As President Johnson himself 
said: 

It will not be a short or easy struggle. No 
single weapon or strategy will suffice. . . . 
Poverty is a national problem. . . . But this 
attack, to be effective, must be organized at 
the State and local level. . . . For the war on 
poverty will not be won here in Washington. 
It must be won in the field, in every private 
home, in every public office, from the court-
house to the White House. 

This was not an ideological call for 
big, centralized government. It was an 
all-hands-on-deck call, a moral call, for 
our Nation to meet a national chal-
lenge. Although we have made progress 
since he first addressed this Congress 
in 1964, his call to combat poverty re-
mains just as important today, even as 
our challenges have evolved. 

We have come a long way since the 
depths of our own great recession just 
a few years ago. More than 8 million 
private sector jobs have been created. 
There has been more than a three-point 
drop in the national unemployment 
rate. We have resurgent energy, hous-
ing, agricultural, and manufacturing 
sectors. Although a few years have 
passed since our economy sunk to its 
lowest lows, this crisis remains for 
those Americans and their families 
who are still struggling to find a job ei-
ther for their families’ food or to keep 
a roof over their heads. 

This week, while we are debating ex-
tending emergency unemployment in-
surance, we should note this is not only 
obvious and necessary to do, it is the 
beginning of our real work of sus-
taining the war on poverty. 

I am proud to be engaged in bipar-
tisan efforts to strengthen the middle 
class, to focus on jobs and skills and 

manufacturing. We have to find bipar-
tisan solutions that engage the private 
and public sectors, Federal and local 
governments, in putting our people 
back to work. While we do that, we 
cannot forget to continue to insist on a 
circle of protection around the most 
vulnerable in our society rather than 
allowing that valued circle to crumble. 
We have to remember we are all in this 
together, that ‘‘there but for the grace 
of God go I,’’ as we see those in our 
community, in our families who are 
struggling in this recovery. 

We know that today it may be our 
neighbors, tomorrow it may be us. 
President Johnson called on us to focus 
on the best of America, the spirit that 
we hold each other up, the spirit that 
builds community through mutual sac-
rifice. As we begin our work in this 
new year to jump-start our economy 
and spread hope and opportunity, we 
must never forget that basic spirit 
which President Johnson called forth 
and which has kept this country mov-
ing from generation to generation. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Maryland. 
Ms. MIKULSKI. Madam President, I 

rise to speak on actually two topics; 
one on extending the unemployment 
benefit program that is so essential to 
the people of Maryland and to other 
fellow Americans and also to comment 
on the National Security Agency sur-
veillance programs, the need for reform 
of the program but the need not to re-
ject the mission of the agency and cast 
a disparaging light on the men and 
women who work there. 

Let me start first though talking 
about unemployment benefits. I come 
with a great sense of urgency and pas-
sion that we need to extend these un-
employment benefits that expired Jan-
uary 1. This is one of the coldest spells 
we have had in decades in the North-
east-Midwest area. I find it 
unfathomable, when it is so cold, that 
the big chill in Washington is that we 
are not going to extend the unemploy-
ment benefits, extending a warm help-
ing hand to Americans who have lost 
their job through no fault of their own 
and have been unemployed for more 
than 6 months. 

Where are our national priorities? If 
we cannot help one another, be a bridge 
to get to a job, then what is our gov-
ernment all about? We spend billions 
overseas—and I support that. We spend 
billions on tax breaks to send jobs 
overseas. I do not support that. I want 
to make sure that for the men and 
women who do not have a job today but 
are looking for one every day, that we 
help them out. 

Senator COONS, the Senator from 
Delaware, just spoke and said today it 
could be your neighbor, tomorrow it 
could be you. I think we are going to be 
unemployed unless we start focusing 
on how to help the middle class. The 
middle class is shrinking and unem-
ployment is staggering. We have to 
lower the unemployment rate, al-

though I want to make sure that dur-
ing this time while we look at how to 
create jobs, we continue to provide a 
social insurance program that helps 
people when they are laid off through 
no fault of their own. 

My own home State of Maryland is 
right this very minute affected by 
23,000 people—that is 23,000 families— 
who have now lost a modest benefit 
which averages out to about $313 per 
week. That enables people, while they 
are looking for work, to be able to pay 
for their housing, pay for their food, 
and pay for their heat. 

There are those who are implying 
that if we provide unemployment com-
pensation or assistance we are going to 
encourage sloth, laziness, laggardness; 
that they are going to kind of lounge 
around not looking for work. 

Let me tell the story about Western 
Maryland. This is not BARBARA MIKUL-
SKI; this is reported in the Baltimore 
Sun and in the Washington Post. We 
have a community called Washington 
County. The unemployment rate is 7.3 
percent. Just a few years ago they had 
a Good Humor plant. They made ice 
cream. I visited that ice cream plant. 
Everybody was happy, and they were 
busy producing Good Humor, which 
was sold all over this country. Well, 2 
years ago it closed, and 400 good-paying 
jobs left Hagerstown. That is the bad 
news. 

The good news is a co-op dairy farm-
er came in, purchased it, and is now 
producing milk and ice cream but in 
smaller amounts. Guess what. They re-
ceived 1,600 job applications for 36 job 
openings. They had 36 job openings, 
and 1,600 people in that small rural 
county applied for those jobs. There 
were 44 people for every job available. 

Hagerstown has a great sense of pa-
triotism. They sent many men and 
women to fight and die in the two wars 
we just fought. They have a great work 
ethic. They need an opportunity to 
have jobs. Don’t tell those people in 
Hagerstown or in Salisbury or in Balti-
more or throughout my State that 
they are too lazy. Maybe we are lazy; 
maybe we don’t get the job done. 

One of the quickest ways to jump- 
start the economy, if we want to, is to 
pay unemployment compensation. All 
the data shows that unemployment in-
surance adds about $1.60 back into the 
economy. 

I want to create a sense of urgency. I 
say to my friends on the other side of 
the aisle: Over a decade ago, you had a 
man run for the President of the 
United States who won. His name is 
George W. Bush. He campaigned on 
something that I thought was so inter-
esting. I looked forward to actually 
hearing more about something he 
called a compassionate conservative. 
We understand that people are conserv-
ative. We understand that people are 
fiscally conservative, but the message 
was that we can be compassionate con-
servatives. 

I say to my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle: Remember the com-
passionate conservative message from 
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a decade ago, and remember that man’s 
father said we need the points of light 
to light up America. I say, let’s be a 
point of light here. Let’s add a beacon 
of hope to the unemployed so we can 
help them. Don’t be critical of those 
who can’t find work. 

Let’s look at how we can have a job 
strategy. Let’s get our infrastructure 
back so we can create jobs in the con-
struction industry. Let’s eliminate the 
tax breaks that send jobs overseas and 
bring the jobs back home. Let’s do the 
tax extenders so we can get people 
working again. Let’s put people back 
to work. 

Pass unemployment compensation. 
Let’s pass some job creation bills. Let’s 
get America working again, and in 
order to do that, we need to get to 
work and pass the unemployment com-
pensation bill. 

NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY 
I want to also comment on some-

thing else, and that is the NSA, the Na-
tional Security Agency, which I am 
very familiar with as a member of the 
Intelligence Committee, and it is also 
located in my State. I know the men 
and women who work there, and I know 
the mission they provide. I also know 
that a few months ago a man by the 
name of Edward Snowden lit up the 
airwaves with his illegal barrage of 
revelations about the role of surveil-
lance that the National Security Agen-
cy played. Mr. Snowden provided a tit-
illating, mesmerizing inside view of the 
United States. Whether he was a whis-
tleblower or a traitor, I will leave that 
for another discussion. 

Right now we know about NSA sur-
veillance, and it sparked a lot of de-
bate. I think that is good. I think that 
is healthy. 

I come to the floor today, first of all, 
to thank President Obama for estab-
lishing a commission to look at this 
and make recommendations. My view 
is that we ought to review the rec-
ommendations of the Presidential com-
mission. We need to make reform 
where reform is necessary, but let’s not 
reject the mission of the National Se-
curity Agency that has protected us for 
decades and decades. Let us not reject 
the men and women who work there 
every single day, standing sentry to 
protect us against attacks, whether it 
is a terrorist attack or a cyber security 
attack. 

Yes, we need to protect the civil lib-
erties of the United States of America 
and honor our Constitution. As a mem-
ber of the Intelligence Committee, and 
as part of my principles, I have always 
said: Before we ask NSA agents—or 
any member of any intelligence agen-
cy—to do anything, we should ask: Is it 
constitutional? Is it legal? Is it author-
ized? Is it necessary? Remember the 
criteria. I recommend that this be the 
grid of the prism we look at: Constitu-
tional, absolutely; legal, a necessity; 
and authorize. NSA doesn’t do it on its 
own. The authorization comes from the 
President and his intelligence appa-
ratus. And last but not at all least, is 
it necessary to protect people? 

I think we need to really work on 
this. President Obama established a re-
view commission. I think it is great, 
and I think Congress should review it. 
I know appropriate hearings are al-
ready looking into that. 

At the same time, we should practice 
reform. I am absolutely on the side of 
reform. I have joined with my col-
leagues in supporting reform for these 
programs. For years I led the fight on 
the accountability of leadership. Back 
in 2007, I wanted the head of the Na-
tional Security Agency confirmed by 
the Senate. I was stiff-armed by the 
Congress. I was held back by the 
Armed Services Committee. We had to 
deal with the turf wars at the Pen-
tagon: Don’t meddle with our generals. 
Well, I wasn’t meddling with the gen-
erals. I just think the head of the Na-
tional Security Agency should be 
there. So let’s get off of the turf wars 
and fight terrorist wars. Let’s restore 
confidence in the National Security 
Agency and have its head confirmed by 
the Senate. I am a great admirer of 
General Alexander. 

The committee also recommends 
that the next head of NSA be a civil-
ian. I think we ought to look at that. 
I think we ought to examine that and 
see what is in the best interests of the 
mission of the agency and what we 
need to be able to do. But whoever is 
the head of the National Security 
Agency, be they civilian or military, I 
think they ought to be confirmed by 
the Senate. 

I also joined across the aisle with my 
great colleague Senator COATS of Indi-
ana to ask that the NSA inspector gen-
eral also be confirmed by the Senate to 
make sure that we have a confirmable 
position so there is a bona fide whistle-
blower route with a confirmable in-
spector general to make sure that NSA 
is doing the right thing and whistle-
blowers have an avenue to do it. 

I also supported transparency to 
make sure that those NSA programs 
are accountable and as transparent as 
they can be. That doesn’t mean we re-
veal the secrets of the United States. 
Joining with Senators WYDEN, UDALL, 
and HEINRICH, I have introduced an 
amendment to make the secret FISA 
court opinions were publicly available 
under certain circumstances. 

I also worked with Senators KING, 
WARNER, and COLLINS to bring greater 
transparency to the FISA court 
through amicus curiae, or friend of the 
court, to assist in the consideration of 
novel interpretations of the law. There 
are those who say, in the President’s 
report, that there should be a civil lib-
erties council and a red team that can 
go in there. Let’s talk about that. Let’s 
debate it. Let’s make sure there is 
more than one opinion before the court 
on its legality. I support those sugges-
tions. 

Let’s look at the constitutionality. 
One judge recently said the NSA sur-
veillance program, particularly under 
something called section 215, was 
shocking, and he said it was not con-

stitutional, but 36 other FISA court 
opinions by 15 judges said it was con-
stitutional. 

I am a social worker. I am not a con-
stitutional lawyer. Do you know who 
decides on what is constitutional? The 
Supreme Court of the United States. I 
think that Congress ought to call for— 
or the executive branch and the Presi-
dent—an expedited review of these pro-
grams. I would like to settle, once and 
for all, whether the programs and laws 
passed by the Congress in the area of 
surveillance—I would like to know if 
they are constitutional. If they are, 
then we know that. If they are not, 
then that ends the program. We will 
follow the law, and we will obey the 
Constitution of the United States. 

Let’s get to work here. Let’s go to 
work here. Let’s make sure that we are 
bringing about reform. 

I want to talk about the mission of 
the agency. The National Security 
Agency is not a puzzle palace, and it is 
not some sneaky surveillance agency 
with people in tan raincoats and fedo-
ras, hiding behind doors and spying on 
people. In fact, remember what they 
think they do—they think what they 
do is constitutional, legal, authorized, 
and necessary. 

We need the National Security Agen-
cy. There is only one thing the 215 pro-
gram does: It protects us against coun-
terterrorism. They are there to protect 
us against counterespionage. They are 
there to protect us and make sure that 
weapons of mass destruction are con-
tained. They are advocates for non-
proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction in cooperation with the CIA 
and NRO. 

They also protect us in the area of 
cyber security. Those 80 million people 
who recently had their credit cards sto-
len at Target—we don’t know if that 
was a job that was done in the United 
States of America. For all we know, it 
was organized cyber crime coming out 
of Albania or another Eastern Euro-
pean country with shoddy rules and 
regulations. We don’t know. However, 
we do know the FBI and the NSA are 
working on it, as well as others. NSA’s 
job is to look at what is over there. 
Some of our biggest bank heists in or-
ganized cyber crime are coming from 
over there. Did you know that one of 
the biggest thefts out of the Medicare 
Program was done by a cyber heist by 
organized crime out of Albania? Can 
you believe that? It was caught. In 
working with the inspector general at 
CMS, the FBI, and the NSA, we caught 
them, got our money back, and now we 
are back on track. So they do a good 
job, and we are kind of losing sight as 
far as these concerns about surveil-
lance. 

There is no doubt that we protect the 
civil liberties of the United States of 
America. We do believe in privacy. I 
am not going to describe the program 
or go into it, but I will tell you what 
really bothers me. What really bothers 
me is that somehow or another, 
through the media, and even conversa-
tions in this body, we are painting NSA 
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as if it were a bad, villainous, 
duplicitous, surreptitious agency. That 
could not be further from the truth. 
Somehow or another, the men and 
women who work there every single 
day, standing sentry on behalf of the 
United States of America on signals in-
telligence, are somehow or another to 
feel that something is wrong. The mo-
rale at that Agency is terrible. The mo-
rale at that Agency is falling. The mo-
rale at that Agency is not in a healthy 
situation. 

We have to do something about that 
by showing respect for the men and 
women who work there. Most of them 
are civilians. They are some of the 
brightest people in the world. Did my 
colleagues know that the NSA is the 
largest employer of mathematicians in 
the world because of the code breakers, 
the cryptologists? They break codes. 
Who uses codes? It is not Mother Te-
resa. 

Respect. Let’s have respect because 
they are hard at work. While the rest 
of us were home for Christmas enjoying 
turkey or home for Thanksgiving, they 
were out there working. They were 
making sure there wasn’t another Un-
derwear Bomber. When our defenses ap-
pear to be lowest—when people are 
traveling on airplanes, when people are 
in the holiday spirit—they are work-
ing. They are working right now to 
make sure our Olympic athletes are 
safe, working with appropriate inter-
national law enforcement. They are at 
it every single day. Can’t we give them 
respect while we sort out constitu-
tionality and legality? Let’s sort it 
out, but let’s stop the finger-pointing. 

I must tell my colleagues that I was 
taken aback today when I got my Na-
tional Journal Daily and read where it 
says ‘‘Obama Invites NSA Top Congres-
sional Critics To Meet.’’ I think it is 
always great when the President 
speaks with Congress, but he invited 
the critics of the program to the White 
House. I think that is good. I would 
prefer, though, to read—instead of ‘‘in-
viting the critics,’’ the phrase would 
have said ‘‘reformers.’’ Put me in the 
‘‘reformer’’ category. If there are 
abuses, I am one of the first to criticize 
them. I have been part of reform. I in-
tend to be part of reform, but I don’t 
intend to be a part of rejecting the mis-
sion, and I don’t intend to be a part of 
any effort that downgrades or 
downplays the contribution of the men 
and women who work there. So call the 
people reformers. 

I hope the White House and this Con-
gress will signal to the men and women 
at the National Security Agency that 
they are respected, that they are val-
ued; as we pursue reform, we will al-
ways do our duty to ensure that what 
they do is constitutional, legal, author-
ized, and necessary. But don’t blame 
them for the job we asked them to do. 
I think if we proceed with a spirit of re-
form rather than blame, we will be able 
to accomplish a great deal. 

This is a big day in the Senate. Let’s 
pass unemployment compensation. 

Let’s do the reforms we need, and let’s 
do a good job, as we are supposed to do. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Washington. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 

come to the floor this afternoon to talk 
about the fact that 50 years ago today 
President Lyndon Johnson made his 
first State of the Union Address. He 
used that date—January 8, 1964—to 
chart a new agenda for the country and 
to declare that America would take on 
an unconditional war on poverty. With 
that directive, Congress worked on 
some of the most successful programs 
in the history of our country: Medi-
care, Head Start, Pell grants, and ex-
pansions to Social Security. President 
Johnson knew that the devastation of 
poverty went deeper than just the lack 
of a job or the lack of basic needs. 
Americans in poverty didn’t even have 
a fair chance to make a better life for 
themselves and their families. 

Now, since 1964, economists estimate 
the poverty rate has now fallen by 10 
percent when accounting for social 
safety net programs. So we are moving 
in the right direction, but we have a 
lot more work to do to give everyone 
the fair chance they need to succeed in 
this country. 

For too many people today, the war 
on poverty is a daily battle just to 
make ends meet. More than 46 million 
people in our country live in poverty— 
46 million people. That is according to 
the Census Bureau. More than 20 per-
cent—that is one in five of our kids in 
this country—live in poverty. So to 
win this fight, we need to strengthen 
the programs that support those in 
need. 

Without question, one of the reasons 
we have seen a decline in poverty is be-
cause of the programs that provide a 
safety net for our most vulnerable 
Americans. In 1964 Congress created 
the food stamp program for those 
struggling to feed their families. Today 
it is known as the Supplemental Nutri-
tion Assistance Program or better 
known as SNAP. In 2012 alone the pro-
gram lifted 4.9 million people out of 
poverty, according to the Center on the 
Budget and Policy Priorities. 

We have also worked to make sure 
preschoolers from low-income areas 
have the building blocks they need to 
start kindergarten ready to learn. 
Since the mid-1960s Head Start has pro-
vided early childhood learning and 
health services to more than 30 million 
children and their families. 

That is the kind of progress we have 
to continue. Those programs and many 
like them have provided economic se-
curity and opportunity to millions 
across the country. 

Yet even with the successes we have 
had in fighting hunger and ending un-
employment, there are those today 
here in Congress who want to slash the 
very assistance that gives so many 
Americans today an opportunity to 
make better lives for themselves and 
their families. 

We can’t waver in the fight to give 
all Americans a fair chance—a fair 
chance to get ahead. We have to expand 
opportunities for young learners by in-
vesting in universal pre-K. We have to 
ensure that workers can earn enough 
to put food on the table by raising the 
minimum wage. We have to keep fight-
ing, and we have to win the war on pov-
erty. 

I know personally how vital these 
programs are. When I was just 15 years 
old, my dad, who fought in World War 
II and was a veteran, was diagnosed 
with multiple sclerosis. Within just a 
few years he couldn’t work anymore. 
My mom found a job. She stayed home 
to raise seven kids. The job she found 
wasn’t enough to support seven kids, 
and my dad had a growing stack of 
medical bills. All of a sudden, my fam-
ily, without any warning, had fallen on 
hard times. 

This country at that time didn’t turn 
its back on us. For several months my 
family relied on food stamps. It wasn’t 
much, but it helped us get by. With the 
help of a government program—a gov-
ernment program—my mom was fortu-
nate to attend Lake Washington Voca-
tional Technical School and got the 
training she needed to get a better job 
so she could support her family. My 
older brother, my twin sister, and I 
were able to stay in college because of 
student loans and support from what 
we now call Pell grants—all from this 
government. 

Even through those hard times, none 
of us lost hope. With a lot of hard 
work—and we had help from our gov-
ernment—we were able to get to where 
we are today. That is why I believe so 
strongly that here in Congress today, 
we have to expand that hope I had as a 
young girl to many more families and 
Americans who are struggling today. 

Fifty years ago President Johnson 
recognized that poverty is a national 
problem, and that is why he made it a 
national priority. So I think we ought 
to rededicate ourselves today to that 
national priority. Let’s work together 
here to support the men and women 
across the country who hope for their 
chance at the American dream. Let’s 
not just commemorate this anniver-
sary; let’s begin to use and have a re-
newed energy to winning the war on 
poverty in our country once and for all. 

Thank you, Madam President. 
I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-

sence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Hawaii. 
Ms. HIRONO. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Ms. HIRONO. Madam President, 50 
years ago today President Johnson de-
clared a war on poverty. He said: 

Very often a lack of jobs and money is not 
the cause of poverty, but the symptom. The 
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cause may lie deeper in our failure to give 
citizens a fair chance to develop their own 
capacities, in a lack of education and train-
ing, in a lack of medical care and housing. 

He proposed a broad range of new ini-
tiatives to address these deeper fail-
ures: Medicare, Head Start, the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act, 
the Higher Education Act, and housing 
and transportation programs. These 
initiatives have given millions of peo-
ple more opportunities to succeed and 
help them get back on their feet when 
they stumble. President Johnson called 
on Congress to take up these proposals 
because, he said, ‘‘many Americans live 
on the outskirts of hope. Our task is to 
help replace their despair with oppor-
tunity.’’ That is still our task today. 

We have come a long way since 1964, 
but clearly the fight is not over. For 
years our American dream has been 
that if people work hard and play by 
the rules, they will succeed. However, 
the divide between the very rich and 
the very poor is as wide as it has ever 
been. Wages have stagnated, and more 
and more middle-class families strug-
gle to get ahead and provide opportuni-
ties for their children. 

We have to carry on the work that 
began 50 years ago and update it for 
the needs of our modern economy. 
Let’s keep fighting to create new, 
good-paying jobs and sustainable 
American industries. Let’s make sure 
all Americans have access to the edu-
cation and training needed to get those 
jobs and succeed. Let’s work to make 
sure that as our economy grows, so do 
middle-class incomes and the oppor-
tunity to climb into the middle class 
and beyond. 

I wish to speak briefly about three 
ideas for these goals. First, let’s in-
crease the minimum wage so workers 
earn more than poverty-level wages. 
Second, let’s make education more ac-
cessible from pre-K through college so 
that Americans are well prepared for 
the jobs of the future. Finally, let’s 
strengthen the safety net programs 
that have kept so many out of poverty 
so working families can get through 
the tough times and get back on their 
feet. 

First, our economy has grown four-
fold over the last 50 years, but the poor 
and middle class have not seen enough 
of the benefits of this growth. Accord-
ing to Census data, the economy is pro-
ducing 45 percent more per person than 
it was in 1987, but real median income 
has remained flat. 

Workers earning minimum wage have 
fared even worse because today’s Fed-
eral minimum wage has not kept up 
with inflation. The 1968 minimum 
wage, adjusted for inflation, would be 
$10.68 today, not $7.25. That means the 
minimum wage has lost one-third of its 
buying power. It is no wonder our fami-
lies are struggling. The minimum wage 
should be increased. 

Raising the minimum wage is impor-
tant for many Americans, but it is par-
ticularly important for women. Most 
minimum wage workers—over 64 per-

cent of them—are women. Today mil-
lions of women are trapped in min-
imum wage jobs. 

The Federal minimum wage of $7.25 
yields only $15,000 per year for a full- 
time worker. If this woman is sup-
porting a child or an elderly parent, as 
is often the case, their family income 
would be below the Federal poverty 
line. Their situation is even more dire 
in Hawaii, where the cost of living is 
much higher. 

Fighting poverty is a women’s issue. 
Poverty hurts more women and chil-
dren than men. More than 58 percent of 
adults in poverty are women. More 
than one in seven women—nearly 17.8 
million—live in poverty. More than one 
in five children—about 21.8 percent— 
are poor, almost twice the rate for 
adult men. 

The low minimum wage hurts not 
only workers—and particularly women 
workers and children—it is unfair to 
taxpayers. That is because minimum 
wage workers are often eligible for food 
assistance, housing vouchers, and other 
safety-net programs. This means we 
taxpayers are subsidizing companies 
that pay their workers poverty wages. 
If we want to reduce government 
spending—and make more workers 
fully self-sufficient—raising the min-
imum wage is a good place to start. 

Second, expanding access to edu-
cation—from birth to college and ca-
reer training—will build new ladders 
out of poverty. 

When I came to this country as an 8- 
year-old immigrant, my mother en-
rolled me in Hawaii public schools. 
That is where I learned English and de-
veloped a love of reading. When I grad-
uated from Kaimuki High School, I at-
tended the University of Hawaii. The 
Higher Education Act of 1965 helped 
me—and millions of other students— 
pay for college through work-study and 
low-interest Federal student loans. 
Today we need to strengthen our com-
mitment to our next generation of sci-
entists, architects, teachers, and 
innovators. 

I know firsthand the power of a qual-
ity education. That is why for years I 
have been fighting for quality pre-
school in Hawaii and nationwide. Chil-
dren in poverty come to kindergarten 
with half the vocabulary of their high-
er-income peers. If they start school al-
ready behind, how can we expect them 
to catch up? 

President Johnson helped pass the 
Head Start Act. This law helped mil-
lions of poor children attend preschool, 
while parents got the skills they need-
ed to help their kids at home. Since 
then, we have reformed and strength-
ened Head Start quality, but, still, 
fewer than half of eligible 3- and 4- 
year-olds can get a Head Start seat. 
Fewer than 1 in 20 eligible infants and 
toddlers can get a spot in Early Head 
Start. 

The Federal Government cannot do it 
all. States and local governments want 
to do their part too. That is why Gov-
ernors, educators, and legislators 

across the country—both Republicans 
and Democrats—have expanded State 
preschool in 2013. Let’s support their 
efforts. 

This Congress I worked with Sen-
ators HARKIN, MURRAY, CASEY, and oth-
ers to introduce the Strong Start for 
America’s Children Act. This bill would 
create a Federal-State partnership for 
high-quality preschool. It includes ele-
ments from our PRE-K Act so States 
such as Hawaii that have further to go 
can have more support as they build 
their preschool system. 

The bill’s supporters include parents, 
educators, business leaders, and even 
police. They recognize that we can pay 
for quality preschool now or pay later 
for law enforcement when kids drop 
out of school and commit crimes. Let’s 
come together to get this done. 

While we need to focus on helping 
kids start kindergarten ready to suc-
ceed, we also need to improve access to 
higher education when they graduate 
from high school. 

With student debt skyrocketing, the 
Pell grant is a bedrock investment in 
college access. In 1978, the Pell grant 
helped pay for 75 percent of college 
costs at a 4-year public university. 
Today it pays for only a third. 

This year I plan to introduce the Pell 
Grant Protection Act, a bill to 
strengthen and preserve the Pell grant. 
There is also more we can do—like sim-
plifying the Federal student aid proc-
ess, improving work-study, and expand-
ing access to adult basic education. I 
look forward to working on these and 
other efforts in the Higher Education 
Act and Workforce Investment Act this 
year. 

Third, let’s strengthen our safety net 
programs, including Social Security, 
Medicare and Medicaid, unemployment 
insurance, and the Supplemental Nu-
trition Assistance Program, or SNAP. 

These programs provide real hope 
and real opportunity for people. I know 
this because I have lived it. My mother 
raised three children by herself. Most 
of us have relied upon or known fami-
lies who have relied upon food stamps 
or unemployment insurance. My moth-
er’s unemployment checks were a safe-
ty net for us, providing us with much 
needed temporary help. They gave us 
breathing room and put food on the 
table while she searched for work. I 
know the anxiety when the family 
breadwinner loses her job through no 
fault of her own. 

These safety net programs have 
helped keep millions of Americans out 
of poverty. Using the Census Supple-
mental Poverty Measure, the national 
poverty rate has gone down from 26 
percent in 1967 to 16 percent in 2012. 
Without safety-net programs, the pov-
erty rate would have climbed to 29 per-
cent. Seniors would have been hurt es-
pecially badly. 

Thus, it is alarming to see many of 
my Republican colleagues calling to 
shred the safety net programs. They 
have proposed drastic cuts to SNAP, 
Medicare, Medicaid, Social Security, 
and a host of other vital supports. 
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The basic idea of the safety net is to 

prevent people from falling so far be-
hind that they cannot catch up. So in-
stead of making cuts, we should 
strengthen these programs and, of 
course, focus on creating jobs. 

With the challenges facing our fami-
lies today, the war on poverty con-
tinues. Let’s not give in to the 
naysayers seeking to dismantle our 
safety net. Let’s not retreat in our ef-
forts to help people climb out of pov-
erty. Let’s fight even harder to provide 
an opportunity agenda, one that reaf-
firms the idea that if you work hard 
and play by the rules, you can get 
ahead. If we work together, I know we 
can get this done. 

I yield. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senator 
MCCONNELL or his designee be recog-
nized from 2 o’clock to 2:45 this after-
noon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PORTMAN. Madam President, I 
rise today to address the question that 
is currently before the body; that is, 
whether we should extend the emer-
gency unemployment insurance for 
millions of Americans who are still un-
able to find work. This is in addition to 
the 26 weeks that is provided in most 
States—some a little more, some a lit-
tle less—and the question is whether 
we extend this again, as we have done 
several times since the great recession. 
The question is, should we extend it 
and, if so, how should we extend it? 
Should we pay for it? Should there be 
some training or other requirements 
attached to it so it works better? 

It is a good debate to have. I came on 
the floor yesterday to say let’s have a 
full debate on this issue. It is one of 
great importance to folks who are un-
employed. It is also important to our 
Nation as a whole that we deal with 
this issue, to encourage economic 
growth, to get people back to work. I 
was encouraged yesterday that the 
Senate majority would permit appro-
priate amendments to this legislation. 
That is one reason I voted to proceed, 
of course with the understanding that 
we would have the opportunity to talk 
about this issue, and debate it, and 
offer amendments. One ought to be how 
we pay for it. 

Second, we ought to be able to deal 
with the underlying problem. Unem-
ployment insurance is more of a band-
aid, and we need to be sure we are deal-
ing with the underlying problem of a 
weak economy and the lack of jobs and 
the lack of a connection between the 
skills that are needed and the jobs that 

are available. Let’s really get at this 
problem in a serious way. 

I will be frank. I heard from a lot of 
people in the last 24 hours—after the 
vote on the motion to proceed—that 
they were surprised that I voted to pro-
ceed and that other Republicans did as 
well because they thought Republicans 
would all vote against it. In fact, I saw 
some press reports this morning indi-
cating that some of the Democratic 
leadership would have been happier had 
that motion failed last night because 
then they could say: Well, we are blam-
ing Republicans for being obstruc-
tionist. 

I do not think my colleagues who 
voted the other way were being ob-
structionist. I think their concern was 
that they were not going to have the 
opportunity to debate this issue and to 
offer amendments that are sensible, 
that are relevant to the issue at hand— 
like how we pay for it, how we improve 
unemployment insurance so it works 
better for those who are unemployed. 

But anyway, for my part, I took my 
colleagues at their word when they 
said they were serious about actually 
improving unemployment insurance 
and taking serious steps to deal with 
the lack of growth and economic oppor-
tunity in our economy today. So in 
good faith I voted on this motion to 
proceed yesterday, hoping again that 
we would be willing here in this body 
to have real debate, which is what the 
Senate is supposed to be about, have a 
debate over the long-term fiscally 
sound way forward on unemployment. I 
have come to the floor today in an ef-
fort to be sure that people understand 
there are alternatives out there, offer a 
specific idea to pay for the insurance, 
one that deals with fraud and abuse, 
one that is out of the President’s budg-
et actually, one that should be bipar-
tisan. 

I have heard earlier today, some have 
come to the floor on their side of the 
aisle and said: We should not pay for 
this extension. We should just go fur-
ther into debt and deficit. My question 
would be: If we can pay for it, why 
would we not? Why would we want to 
take the country further into deficit 
this year, bust the budget caps that we 
just established in the budget agree-
ment? I was one of nine Republicans 
who voted for that budget agreement. 
It was not perfect, but it set up a proc-
ess going forward where we can get 
back to our constitutional duties here 
in the Senate of actually appro-
priating, meaning the oversight nec-
essary of the Federal departments and 
agencies. There has been none over the 
last 4 years when we have not had a 
budget. Then prioritizing spending. 
That is what we are supposed to be 
doing. That is our constitutional re-
sponsibility. 

It also did not raise taxes. It also 
does have a little bit of deficit reduc-
tion—not as much as it should have; it 
was not perfect, but it enabled us to 
move forward. So I voted for that budg-
et. Now we are talking about, right 

after that, putting forward an unem-
ployment emergency extension that is 
not paid for, that will bust those very 
caps. I am told a budget point of order 
is going to lie against this because of 
it. 

That is not the way we should go. 
Let’s pay for it. The debt and deficit 
are affecting our economy today. It is 
like a wet blanket over the economy. 
You cannot have trillion-dollar deficits 
year in and year out. This year it is 
$680 billion. People are saying, well, 
that is great. 

Are you kidding? That is the fifth 
highest deficit in the history of our 
country. It all adds up to a $17 trillion 
debt—unprecedented. I believe that is 
understated given all the liabilities we 
have as a government. But the point is, 
we have never had debts of this level. 
They are historic levels. It is not only 
the wrong thing to do for our economy 
today and to help getting people back 
to work, but it is also clearly unfair to 
do to future generations. We have some 
young people on the floor this after-
noon. It is even immoral that we are 
leaving this to them. So let’s pay for 
this. 

I was glad to hear Senator REID say 
yesterday of our efforts to fund this 
legislation, ‘‘If they come with some-
thing serious, I’ll talk to them.’’ Well, 
I have something serious—I think 
other Members will as well—something 
that reflects, in my case, reforms pro-
posed in the President’s own budget, 
ideas that should be bipartisan. 

My amendment would close a loop-
hole that opens the system to double 
dipping. What do I mean by that? It is 
called concurrent receipts, where 
somebody is getting one Federal pro-
gram, and then another Federal pro-
gram they should not be eligible for if 
they have got the first one, specifi-
cally, people who are both on Social 
Security disability insurance, meaning 
they cannot work, SSDI, and also re-
ceiving funds from unemployment in-
surance, which means you are looking 
for a job or you are working. We also 
add trade adjustment assistance. That 
is exactly the same theory. 

We should not allow double dipping. 
In fact, we should stop this abuse. This 
is in the President’s budget. This re-
form makes sense. Social Security dis-
ability was designed to help people who 
are unable to work because of a serious 
medical condition. As we all know, the 
law requires those on unemployment 
insurance to actively seek out job op-
portunities. So the two do not work to-
gether. Let’s stop the double dipping. 
These two programs are mutually ex-
clusive. Those who cannot work should 
be on disability. Those who can work 
should be on unemployment insurance 
if they are eligible. By passing this 
simple amendment, we can close this 
loophole and save $5.4 billion, almost 
enough to pay for the entire 3-month 
extension that we are talking about on 
the table here today, which is about 
$6.2, $6.3 billion. 

In addition, I will be adding another 
provision to my amendments that 
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takes the unemployment insurance 
program integrity provisions directly 
out of the President’s budget. These 
are programs again in the President’s 
budget to ensure that the unemploy-
ment insurance program is working 
properly, again taking out the fraud 
and the abuse in it. The President’s 
budget instructs the Department of 
Labor to implement it. My amendment 
does too. By implementing the Presi-
dent’s own plan to reduce these im-
proper payments and speed reemploy-
ment, we save even more money in the 
long run. This pays for, again, this un-
employment extension over 3 months. 

I hope we can pass my amendment, 
pay for this extension, and show that 
this legislation is not just about poli-
tics—what we are talking about here 
on the floor is not just about politics, 
it is about actually helping people who 
are unemployed to get back to work. I 
hope when my Democratic colleagues 
say they are ready to take real action 
on getting our economy moving again, 
to help Americans who are suffering, 
they mean it. 

By the way, the fact that we are hav-
ing this debate, the fact that so many 
Americans are in need of long-term un-
employment insurance in and of itself 
shows that something is not working. 
In fact, as we have talked about on this 
floor before, we are now at historic lev-
els in terms of long-term unemploy-
ment, people who have been unem-
ployed for more than 26 weeks. 

The approach taken by the adminis-
tration and many of my colleagues 
here and in the other body to bring 
down unemployment and get this econ-
omy moving does not seem to have 
worked, by their own standards. Recall 
that we had a stimulus package. It was 
said that unemployment would be far 
lower than it is today. So by their own 
standards, it has not worked. If it had, 
we would not be debating this today. 
We would not be talking about the 
need for an extension on an emergency 
basis of unemployment insurance. 

We cannot spend our way to pros-
perity. That is what we tried to do, in 
my view, in the stimulus package. 
That is one reason it has not worked. 
We certainly tried that over the last 5 
years. If you look at what the govern-
ment has done, we spent trillions of 
dollars we did not have, we have bur-
dened the next generation with pre-
viously unimaginable debt levels that 
we talked about earlier. We have now 
run 5 years of historic deficits—5 years, 
trillion-dollar deficits the first 4 years. 

Before this administration we had 
never had a trillion-dollar deficit. Last 
year’s deficit, again, $680 billion, the 
fifth largest in history, is certainly no 
cause for celebration, particularly 
when the Congressional Budget Office 
tells us that we are going to go back to 
trillion-dollar deficits within 10 years. 
So we obviously have a huge problem 
in terms of our debt and deficit. 

What do we have to show for all of 
this spending that we did? Seventy-one 
months after the recession began, the 

economy has still not recovered the 
jobs we lost in that recession. This has 
never happened in the history of our 
country. We have never had a recovery 
this weak. We are down 1.3 million 
jobs. By comparison, we were up 10.4 
million jobs at this point after the 
1981–1982 recession. That recession was 
also deep. In fact, it was deeper if you 
measure it by the number of people 
who were unemployed. 

Ronald Reagan came in, and frankly 
he took progrowth policies and put 
them in place and helped to create mil-
lions of jobs. By this time we were up 
10.4 million jobs after that recession. 
We were up 9.8 million jobs after the 
1990 recession at this point. We were up 
4.8 million jobs after the 2001 recession. 
Remember that? The recovery was 
called the jobless recovery. Again, we 
have not even gained back the jobs at 
all yet after this recession. We were up 
4.8 million jobs at this point after the 
2001 recession. 

Making matters even worse, 1 out of 
every 3 unemployed persons has been 
out of work for 27 weeks or longer. As 
I said, this rate of long-term unemploy-
ment is at levels we have not seen. You 
would think we would have learned a 
lesson here in Washington. You would 
think Washington would want to do 
something differently. Yet I heard the 
President and the majority leader just 
yesterday present an unemployment 
extension as if it were some kind of 
economic panacea, a silver bullet justi-
fying their failure to pay for this ex-
tension with all of the growth they say 
it will generate. 

Well, the Senate majority leader said 
yesterday, ‘‘For every dollar we spend 
on unemployment benefits, it gets $1.50 
back to us just like that.’’ Just like 
that? Think about this. If unemploy-
ment benefits create so much growth, 
why would we just do a 3-month exten-
sion? Why not a 3-year extension? Why 
would there be any limit? Money may 
not grow on trees, but apparently in 
the eyes of some it grows from govern-
ment programs. 

That is not how the economy works. 
I know there are economists out there 
you can cite for just about anything. 
But the President’s own economic advi-
sors have written that unemployment 
benefits slow down the search for jobs. 
But we do not need to get into a battle 
of experts here. History has proven 
that just spending more money, even 
on unemployment benefits, is not the 
solution. It is not the long-term, seri-
ous solution to the problems we face as 
a country. 

This extension, if it passes, will be 
the 11th time we have extended unem-
ployment benefits in the last 5 years. 
These extensions have cost more than 
$200 billion. No economic boom has re-
sulted from this spending, just as it did 
not result, as I said earlier, from the 
trillion dollars in stimulus money. 

If spending were the answer, we 
would not be standing here today hav-
ing this debate. We would be cele-
brating full employment. Our economy 

would not be better off if we had higher 
unemployment and we were paying out 
more in unemployment benefits. That 
is kind of the logical extension of what 
has been argued on the other side as to 
why we cannot pay for this. I cannot 
imagine anyone actually believes this. 

Yet for too long we have treated gov-
ernment spending as if it does create 
wealth. If I take $1 from the Presiding 
Officer, take $1 from one person and 
give that dollar to someone else, that 
other person may be better off, but I 
did not add a dollar to the economy. 
Government programs have to come 
from somewhere. So that dollar is 
being taken from somewhere and given 
to somebody else. Somehow the notion 
is that is going to add to the economy. 

Again, the logical extension is: Let’s 
just continue to provide more and more 
government spending; everything will 
be great. That is not how it works. Di-
viding the pie up differently does not 
create more pie. It creates real, con-
crete progrowth policies to do that, 
policies that mean we are paying out 
less in unemployment benefits because 
more people have the skills they need 
to get good jobs. That is what we ought 
to be talking about. 

Yes, I am willing to extend unem-
ployment insurance and pay for it. But 
during that period, let’s come up with 
a better unemployment insurance pro-
gram that actually connects people to 
the jobs that are out there. Because 
there are a lot of jobs that require 
skills that are not being filled. Our em-
ployment system ought to, both for the 
long term and even for the short term, 
focus on that. How do you create better 
skills so that people have the oppor-
tunity, have the tools to be able to ac-
cess those jobs? 

Policies that allow more companies 
and small businesses to produce qual-
ity products they can sell here and 
around the world, creating better jobs 
and profits, would help. Implementing 
these kinds of policies is not as easy as 
extending unemployment benefits for a 
few months or raising the minimum 
wage. We will not be able to ram these 
kinds of policies through in a week on 
a party-line vote with no debate and no 
amendments. But there is a real solu-
tion to the chronic unemployment we 
are seeing in our States, and that is 
the only way to encourage the kind of 
income mobility that will close the in-
come gap, not by tearing people down 
but by bringing people up. Progrowth 
economic policies obviously need to be 
part of the solution here. If we extend 
unemployment insurance, we should do 
so because people are hurting as a re-
sult of the failed policies in Wash-
ington. But we should not kid our-
selves into believing that this exten-
sion alone will somehow solve these 
economic problems. Again, it certainly 
will not pay for itself. As I said earlier, 
you cannot take a dollar away from 
one person and give it to someone else 
and create more purchasing power. You 
are redistributing that across the econ-
omy. 
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It does not have to be that way. We 

can pass these pay-for amendments. I 
have my own amendments, as I said. 
Others have also proposed their amend-
ments. I know Senator AYOTTE has an 
amendment I am supporting that, 
again, gets at fraud and abuse in gov-
ernment programs and says: Let’s pay 
for the unemployment benefits. 

She also, by the way, pays for vet-
erans’ benefits that were cut during 
the budget agreement we just passed. I 
also support that. She has a little left 
over for actual deficit reduction. 

Senator COBURN is going to have a 
proposal out here. I think Senator 
HATCH will have one. Senator MCCON-
NELL will have one. My understanding 
is that Senator COBURN has one that is 
also out of the President’s budget. 

There are plenty of ideas here as to 
how to pay for this extension, short 
term, while we look at better ways to 
have the unemployment insurance sys-
tem work, to connect people who are 
unemployed to the jobs that are out 
there, by giving them the skills they 
need. That is where the hard work be-
gins. 

We have got to get this country mov-
ing again. We have got to do things to 
actually increase economic growth and 
give people the skills they need to ac-
cess the jobs that are out there. We 
need to pass bills such as the CAREER 
Act, bipartisan legislation I have intro-
duced with Senator MIKE BENNET from 
Colorado. 

In Ohio, we have about 400,000 people 
unemployed. We are told there are 
about 100,000 jobs right now open in 
Ohio. A lot of these jobs are high-tech 
jobs. Some are in advanced manufac-
turing, some are in bioscience, some in 
information technology. We need to be 
sure that the people who are unem-
ployed get the skills they need to be 
able to take advantage of those jobs, 
those opportunities. 

We can also start by working on tax 
reform. Everybody seems to talk about 
it. Let’s do it. Corporate tax reform 
alone would result in a lot more rev-
enue coming into the Federal Govern-
ment by repatriating profits. It would 
help expand opportunities, not for the 
boardroom, for the people who work in 
those companies. 

People who have looked at this at the 
Congressional Budget Office, the eco-
nomic experts, have said: If we did cor-
porate business tax reform, over 70 per-
cent of the benefit goes right to the 
workers: higher pay, higher benefits. It 
is time to ensure that we have a grow-
ing economy, we are growing that pie, 
not just carving it up. 

Let’s streamline the regulations in 
this country. Currently the United 
States ranks 34th in the world in the 
time it takes to get a government 
green light to actually build some-
thing. Think about that. This is a key 
World Bank measure for ease of doing 
business. We want America to be at the 
top of that list, not halfway down that 
list. Unless we do that, we are not 
going to see the kind of investment we 

want in this country. How many jobs 
are lost every year because people can-
not get a permit, that a good idea can-
not be built? These are jobs that are 
there if we change the policies here in 
Washington, DC. 

Congress continues to pat itself on 
the back for scoring political points 
rather than taking on these challenges 
that face our country. I can tell you 
who is not patting us on the back: It is 
the American people. They are not 
happy. They are not pleased with our 
progress. There is good reason. They 
are actually seeing their take-home 
pay go down as the deficit goes up, in, 
as the President talked about, a better 
economy. 

Fifty years ago the United States de-
clared a war on poverty. Yet poverty is 
still a major problem. The goal was 
noble, but the tools we used were not 
up to the challenge. 

Since the recession began, 9 million 
more Americans have fallen into pov-
erty and the median household income 
is down more than 8 percent. Poverty 
rates have actually increased during 
this administration with the policies 
we have. 

It is time for a change. For decades 
we have exported to the nations around 
the world these principles that have al-
lowed us to enjoy so much prosperity 
and success. We have said: Follow the 
American way; the free enterprise sys-
tem works. We have preached to them 
this gospel, as well as our belief that 
by removing the shackles of govern-
ment interference from the market— 
whether in the form of overregulation, 
overspending, or overtaxing—everyone 
can prosper. 

As U.S. Trade Representative I had 
the opportunity to travel all around 
the world representing our great coun-
try. It was a great honor to tell people 
the benefits of liberalizing trade, 
knocking down barriers to increase 
economic growth and opportunity. It 
works. Entrepreneurs and job creators 
have lifted more people out of poverty 
around the world over the past few dec-
ades than any government program 
ever could because the free enterprise 
system does work. We need to get back 
to that. 

Let’s do something we can be proud 
of in this Chamber today. Let’s em-
power the American people instead of 
the American Government. Let’s not 
kick the can of spending down the road 
any longer. Let’s take some votes. Not 
all of them are going to be easy votes, 
and they shouldn’t be. After all, that is 
what we are elected to do—take tough 
votes. These votes we take today, 
though, can make a real difference in 
people’s lives. 

Let’s start today. Let’s pay for this 
legislation. Let’s use these pay-fors we 
just talked about that are bipartisan, 
that are sensible, that can be supported 
on both sides of the aisle and in both 
bodies. Let’s ensure that we put in 
place the progrowth policies so that we 
aren’t just giving people a little more 
unemployment insurance for a few 

more months but giving them the op-
portunity to get a job and the dignity 
and self-respect that come with that. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
amendment, pay for this legislation, 
put politics aside, and get to work for 
the American people. 

I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

HEINRICH). The Republican leader. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 

over the past several years those of us 
who are fortunate enough to serve have 
engaged in many fierce debates. Some 
have been forced upon us by external 
events, including a searing financial 
crisis, while others were brought about 
by an unapologetically liberal Presi-
dent who promised dramatic change 
and who has worked very hard to fol-
low through on that pledge—in some 
cases, even in the face of legal obsta-
cles and widespread public opposition. 
So change has, indeed, come. 

Despite the daily drumbeat of head-
lines about gridlock and dysfunction in 
Washington, the truth is that an activ-
ist President and a Democratic-con-
trolled Senate have managed to check 
off an awful lot of items on their wish 
list one way or another. Yet just as im-
portant as what they did, my col-
leagues, is how they did it because that 
also has been at the heart of so many 
of the fights we have had around here 
over the past few years. These conflicts 
haven’t stemmed from personal griev-
ances or contempt, as some would have 
it. They are, instead, the inevitable 
consequence of an administration that 
was in such a hurry to impose its agen-
da that it neglected to persuade the 
public of its wisdom and then cast 
aside one of the greatest tools we have 
in this country for guaranteeing a du-
rable and stable legislative consensus, 
and that tool is the Senate. 

Remember, I think we all know par-
tisanship is not some recent invention. 
American politics has always been di-
vided between two ideological camps. 
Today that is reflected in the two 
major parties, but it has actually al-
ways been there. On one side are those 
who proudly place their trust in gov-
ernment and its agents to guide our in-
stitutions and direct our lives. On the 
other are those of us who put our trust 
in the wisdom and the creativity of pri-
vate citizens working voluntarily with 
each other and through more local me-
diating institutions, guided by their 
own sense of what is right, what is fair, 
and what is good. 

Recent polling suggests that most 
Americans fall squarely into the latter 
camp. People are generally confident 
in their local governments but lack 
confidence in Washington. 

Despite the political and ideological 
divides which have always existed in 
our country, we have almost always 
managed to work out our differences— 
not by humiliating the other side into 
submission but through simple give- 
and-take. It is the secret of our suc-
cess. The same virtues that make any 
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friendship, marriage, family, or busi-
ness work are the ones that have al-
ways made this country work. And the 
place where it happens, the place where 
all the national conflicts and con-
troversies that arise in this big, di-
verse, wonderful country of ours have 
always been resolved, is in this Cham-
ber. 

I realize it may not be immediately 
obvious why that is the case, but the 
fact is that every serious student of 
this institution, from De Tocqueville 
to our late colleague Robert Byrd, has 
seen the Senate as uniquely important 
to America’s stability and to its flour-
ishing. In their view, it has made all 
the difference, and here is why—be-
cause whether it was the fierce early 
battles over the shape and scope of the 
Federal Government or those that sur-
rounded industrialization or those that 
preceded and followed a nation-rending 
civil war or those surrounding the 
great wars of the 20th century or the 
expansion of the franchise or a decades- 
long cold war or the war on terror, we 
have always found a way forward, 
sometimes haltingly but always stead-
ily, and the Senate is the tool that has 
enabled us to find our footing almost 
every time. 

I mention all this because as we 
begin a new year, it is appropriate to 
step back from all the policy debates 
that have occupied us over the past few 
years and focus on another debate we 
have been having, and the debate we 
have been having is over the State of 
this institution. What have we become? 
It is not a debate that ever caught fire 
with the public or with the press, but it 
is a debate that should be of grave im-
portance to all of us because on some 
level every single one of us has to be at 
least a little bit uneasy about what 
happened here last November. But even 
if you are completely at peace with 
what happened in November, even if 
you think it was perfectly fine to vio-
late the all-important rules that say 
changing the rules requires the assent 
of two-thirds of Senators duly elected 
and sworn, none of us should be happy 
with the trajectory the Senate was on 
even before that day, even before No-
vember, or the condition we find the 
Senate in 225 years after it was cre-
ated. I don’t think anybody is com-
fortable with where we are. I know I 
am not, and I bet, even though there is 
nobody over here at the moment, I bet 
almost none of them are either. 

I wish to share a few thoughts on 
what I think we have lost over the last 
7 years and what can be done about it 
together. ‘‘Together’’ obviously re-
quires the involvement, one would 
think, of some people on the other side 
of the aisle. Even though they are not 
here to listen, they have been invited. 

Let me state at the outset that it is 
not my intention to point the finger of 
blame at anybody, although some of 
that is inevitable. I don’t presume to 
have all of the answers either, and I am 
certainly not here to claim that we are 
without fault. But I am absolutely cer-

tain of one thing: The Senate can be 
better than it is. Many of us have seen 
a better Senate than we have now, no 
matter who was in the majority. This 
institution can be better than it is. I 
just can’t believe that on some level 
everyone in this Chamber, including 
the folks on the other side, doesn’t 
agree. It just can’t be the case that we 
are content with the theatrics and the 
messaging wars that go on day after 
day. It can’t be the case that Senators 
who grew up reading about the great 
statesmen who made their name and 
their mark over the years are now sud-
denly content to stand in front of a 
giant poster board making some poll- 
tested point-of-the month day after 
day and then run back to their respec-
tive corners and congratulate each 
other on how right they are. I can’t be-
lieve we are all happy about that on ei-
ther side. 

Don’t misunderstand me—there is a 
time for making a political point and 
even scoring a few points. I know that 
as well as anybody. But it can’t be the 
only thing we do. Surely we do some-
thing other than scoring political 
points against each other. It cheapens 
the service we have sworn to provide to 
our constituents. It cheapens the Sen-
ate, which is a lot bigger than any of 
us. 

Hopefully, we can all agree that we 
have a problem. I realize both sides 
have their own favorite account of 
what caused it. We have our talking 
points, and they have their talking 
points. We all repeat them with great 
repetition, and we all congratulate 
each other for being on the right side 
of the debate. I understand that. Peo-
ple over there think Republicans abuse 
the rules, and we think they do. But, as 
I said, my goal here isn’t to make con-
verts on that front; my purpose is to 
suggest that the Senate can be better 
than it has been and that it must be if 
we are to remain great as a nation. 

The crucial first step of any vision 
that gets us there is to recognize that 
vigorous debate about our differences 
isn’t some sickness to be lamented. 
Vigorous debate is not a problem. 
When did that become a problem? It is 
actually a sign of strength to have vig-
orous debates. 

It is a common refrain among pun-
dits that the fights we have around 
here are pointless. They are not at all 
pointless. Every single debate we have 
around here is about something impor-
tant. What is unhealthy is when we ne-
glect the means that we have always 
used to resolve our differences. That is 
the real threat to this country, not 
more debate. When did that become a 
problem? 

The best mechanism we have for 
working through our differences and 
arriving at a durable consensus is the 
U.S. Senate. An Executive order can’t 
do it. The fiat of a nine-person court 
can’t do it. A raucous and precarious 
partisan majority in the House can’t do 
it. The only institution that can make 
stable and enduring laws is the one we 

have in which all 50 States are rep-
resented equally and where every sin-
gle Senator has a say in the laws we 
pass. This is what the Senate was de-
signed for. It is what the Senate is sup-
posed to be about, and almost—al-
most—always has been. 

Take a look at some of the most far- 
reaching legislation of the past cen-
tury. Look at the vote tallies. Medi-
care and Medicaid were both approved 
with the support of about half the 
Members of the minority. The Voting 
Rights Act of 1965 passed with the 
votes of 30 out of the 32 Members of the 
Republican minority—all but two Re-
publican Senators. There weren’t many 
of them. That was the year after the 
Goldwater debacle. Only two Senators 
voted against the Social Security Act, 
and only eight voted against the Amer-
icans with Disabilities Act. 

None of this happened, by the way— 
none of it happened—by throwing these 
bills together in the back room and 
dropping them on the floor with a stop-
watch running. It happened through a 
laborious process of legislating, persua-
sion, and coalition building. It took 
time and it took patience and hard 
work and it guaranteed that every one 
of these laws had stability—stability. 
Compare that—compare that, if you 
will—to the attitude behind 
ObamaCare. When Democrats couldn’t 
convince any of us the bill was worth 
supporting as written, they decided to 
do it on their own and pass it on a 
party-line vote and now we are seeing 
the result. 

The chaos this law has visited on our 
country isn’t just deeply tragic; it was, 
my friends, entirely predictable—en-
tirely predictable. That will always be 
the case if we approach legislation 
without regard for the views of the 
other side. Without some meaningful 
buy-in, we guarantee a food fight, we 
guarantee instability, and we guar-
antee strife. 

It may very well have been the case 
that on ObamaCare the will of the 
country was not to pass the bill at all. 
That is what I would have concluded if 
Republicans couldn’t get a single 
Democratic vote for legislation of that 
magnitude. I would have thought: Well, 
maybe this isn’t such a great idea. But 
Democrats plowed forward anyway. 
They didn’t want to hear it. The re-
sults are clear. It is a mess, an absolute 
mess. 

The Senate exists to prevent that 
kind of situation. Because without a 
moderating institution as the Senate, 
today’s majority passes something and 
tomorrow’s majority repeals it; today’s 
majority proposes something, and to-
morrow’s majority opposes it. We see 
that in the House all the time. But 
when the Senate is allowed to work the 
way it was designed to, it arrives at a 
result that is acceptable to people all 
along the political spectrum. That, my 
friends, is the whole point. 

We have lost our sense for the value 
of that, and none of us should be at 
peace. Because if America is to face up 
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to the challenges we face in the dec-
ades ahead, she will need the Senate 
the Founders, in their wisdom, in-
tended, not the hollow shell of the Sen-
ate we have today—not the hollow 
shell of the Senate we have today. 

First, one of the traditional hall-
marks of the Senate is a vigorous com-
mittee process. It is also one of the 
main things we have lost. There was a 
time—not that long ago—when chair-
men and ranking members had major 
influence and used their positions to 
develop national policy on everything 
from farm policy to nuclear arms. 
These men and women enriched the en-
tire Senate through their focus and 
their expertise. Just as important, 
they provided an important counter-
weight to the executive branch. They 
provided one more check on the White 
House. If a President thought some-
thing was a good idea, he had better 
make sure he ran it by the committee 
chairman who had been studying it for 
the past two decades. If the chairman 
disagreed, then they would have a seri-
ous debate and probably reach a better 
product as a result. 

The Senate should be setting na-
tional priorities, not simply waiting on 
the White House to do it for us. The 
place to start that process is in the 
committees. With few exceptions, that 
is gone. With very few exceptions, that 
is gone. It is a big loss to the institu-
tion, but most importantly it is a big 
loss for the American people who ex-
pect us to lead. 

Here is something else we have 
gained from a robust committee proc-
ess over the years. Committees have 
actually served as a school of biparti-
sanship. If we think about it, it just 
makes sense. By the time a bill gets 
through committee, one would expect 
it to come out in a form that was gen-
erally broadly acceptable to both sides; 
nobody got everything, but more often 
than not everybody got something, and 
the product was stable because there 
was buy-in and a sense of ownership on 
both sides. 

On the rare occasions when that has 
happened recently, we have seen that 
work. The committee process in the 
Senate is a shadow of what it used to 
be, thereby marginalizing, reducing the 
influence of every single Member of the 
Senate on both sides of the aisle. Major 
legislation is now routinely drafted not 
in committee but in the majority lead-
er’s conference room and then dropped 
on the floor with little or no oppor-
tunity for Members to participate in 
the amendment process, virtually guar-
anteeing a fight. 

There is a lot of empty talk around 
here about the corrosive influence of 
partisanship. If we truly want to do 
something about it, we should support 
a more robust committee process. That 
is the best way to end the permanent 
sort of shirts-against-skins contest the 
Senate has become. Bills should go 
through committee. If Republicans are 
fortunate enough—if Republicans are 
fortunate enough—to gain the majority 
next year, that will be done. 

Second, bills should come to the floor 
and be thoroughly debated. We have an 
example of that going on right now, 
and that includes a robust amendment 
process. In my view, there is far too 
much paranoia about the other side 
around here. What are we afraid of? 
Both sides have taken liberties and 
abused privileges. I will admit that. 
But the answer isn’t to provoke even 
more. The answer is to let folks debate. 
This is the Senate. Let folks debate. 
Let the Senate work its will, and that 
means bringing bills to the floor. It 
means having a free and open amend-
ment process. That is legislating. 

That is what we used to do. That is 
exactly the way this place operated 
just a few years ago. The senior Sen-
ator from Illinois, the Democratic as-
sistant majority leader, likes to say— 
or at least used to say—that if you 
don’t want to fight fires, don’t become 
a fireman, and if you don’t want to 
cast tough votes, don’t come to the 
Senate. I guess he hasn’t said that late-
ly. 

When we used to be in the majority, 
I remember telling people: Look. The 
good news is we are in the majority. 
The bad news is, in order to get the bill 
across the floor, you have to cast a lot 
of votes you don’t want to take—and 
we did it and people groaned about it, 
complained about it. Yet the Sun still 
came up the next day and everybody 
felt as though they were a part of the 
process. 

Senator DURBIN was right about that 
when he said it. I think it is time to 
allow Senators on both sides to more 
fully participate in the legislative 
process, and that means having a more 
open amendment process around here. 
As I said, obviously it requires us, from 
time to time, to cast votes we would 
rather not cast. But we are all 
grownups. We can take that. There is 
rarely ever a vote we cast around here 
that is fatal. 

The irony of it all is that kind of 
process makes the place a lot less con-
tentious. In fact, it is a lot less conten-
tious when we vote on tough issues 
than when we don’t, because when we 
are not allowed to do that, everybody 
is angry about being denied the oppor-
tunity to do what they were sent here 
to do, which is to represent the people 
who elected us and offer ideas we think 
are worth considering. 

At a meeting we just came out of, 
Senator CORNYN was pointing out there 
were 13 amendments people on this side 
of the aisle would like to offer on this 
bill, all of them related to the subject 
and important to each Senator who se-
riously felt there was a better way to 
improve the bill that is on the floor 
right now. But, alas, I expect that op-
portunity will not be allowed because 
one person who is allowed to get prior 
recognition can prevent us from get-
ting any amendments or, even worse 
still, pick our amendments for us, de-
cide which of our amendments are OK 
and which aren’t. 

I remember the late Ted Stevens tell-
ing the story about when he first got 

here. Senator Mansfield was still the 
majority leader, and he tried to offer 
an amendment—Senator Stevens did— 
and the Member of the majority who 
was managing the bill prevented it, in 
effect. Senator Mansfield came over to 
Senator Stevens, took his amendment, 
went back to his desk and sent it to the 
floor for him. He sent it to the floor for 
him. That was the Senate not too long 
ago. 

If someone isn’t allowed to get a vote 
on something they believe in, of course 
they are going to retaliate. Of course 
they are going to retaliate. But if they 
get a vote every once in a while, they 
do not feel the need to. Voting on 
amendments is good for the Senate and 
it is good for the country. Our con-
stituents should have a greater voice in 
the process. 

Since July of last year, there have 
been four Republican rollcall votes. In 
the whole second half of 2013, Members 
on this side of the aisle have gotten 
four rollcall votes—stunning. That is 
today’s Senate. 

So let me say this: If Republicans are 
fortunate enough to be in the majority 
next year, amendments will be allowed, 
Senators will be respected, and we will 
not make an attempt to wring con-
troversy out of an institution which 
expects, demands, and approves of 
great debates about the problems con-
fronting the country. 

A common refrain from Democrats is 
that Republicans have been too quick 
to block bills from ever coming to the 
floor. What they fail to mention of 
course is that often we have done this 
either because we have been shut out of 
the drafting process—in other words, 
had nothing to do with writing the bill 
in the first place—or it had been made 
pretty clear that there wouldn’t be any 
amendments, which is, in all likeli-
hood, the situation we are in this very 
day. 

In other words, we already knew the 
legislation was shaping up to be a pure-
ly partisan exercise in which people we 
represent wouldn’t have any meaning-
ful input at all. Why would we want to 
participate in that? Is it good for our 
constituents? Does it lead to a better 
product? Of course not. All it leads to 
is a lot more acrimony. 

So look. I get it. If Republicans had 
just won the White House and the 
House and had a 60-vote majority in 
the Senate, we would be tempted to 
empty our outbox too. But you can’t 
spend 2 years emptying your outbox 
and then complain about the backlash. 
If you want fewer fights, give the other 
side a say. 

That brings me to one of the biggest 
things we have lost around here, as I 
see it. The big problem, my colleagues, 
has never been the rules. Senators from 
both parties have in the past revered 
and defended the rules during our Na-
tion’s darkest hours. The real problem 
is an attitude that views the Senate as 
an assembly line for one party’s par-
tisan legislative agenda rather than as 
a place to build consensus to solve na-
tional problems. We have become far 
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too focused on making a point instead 
of making a difference, making a point 
instead of making good stable laws. We 
have gotten too comfortable with view-
ing everything we do here through the 
prism of the next election instead of 
the prism of duty, and everyone suffers 
as a result. 

As I see it, a major turning point 
came during the final years of the Bush 
administration, when the Democratic 
majority held vote after vote on bills 
they knew wouldn’t pass. I am not say-
ing Republicans have never staged a 
show vote when we were in the major-
ity. I am not saying I don’t even enjoy 
a good messaging vote from time to 
time. But we have to wonder, if that is 
all we are doing, why are we here? It 
has become entirely too routine, and it 
diminishes the Senate. I don’t care 
which party you are in; you came here 
to legitimate, to make a difference for 
your constituents. Yet over the past 
several years the Senate seems more 
like a campaign studio than a serious 
legislative body. 

Both sides have said and done things 
over the past few years we probably 
wish we hadn’t. But we can improve 
the way we do business. We can be 
more constructive. We can work 
through our differences. We can do 
things that need to be done. But there 
will have to be major changes if we are 
going to get there. The committee 
process must be restored. We need to 
have an open amendment process. 

Finally, let me suggest that we need 
to learn how to put in a decent week’s 
work around here. Most Americans 
don’t work 3 days a week. They would 
be astonished to find out that is about 
it around here. 

How about the power of the clock to 
force consensus? The only way 100 Sen-
ators will be truly able to have their 
say, the only way we will be able to 
work through our tensions and disputes 
is if we are here more. A number of you 
will remember this: Not too long ago, 
Thursday night was the main event 
around here. There is a huge incentive 
to finish on Thursday night if you want 
to leave on Friday. It is amazing how it 
worked. 

Even the most eager beaver among us 
with a long list of amendments which 
were good for the country—maybe 10 or 
12—around noon on Thursday, it would 
be down to two or one by midnight on 
Thursday. It was amazing how consent 
would be reached when fatigue set in. 
All it took was for the majority lead-
er—who is in charge of the agenda—to 
say: Look, this is important. There is 
bipartisan support for this. This came 
out of committee. We want to have an 
open amendment process, but we want 
to finish this week, and we can finish 
on Thursday afternoon or Thursday 
night or Friday morning. We almost 
never get worn out around here. 

What happened to the fatigue factor 
to bring things to a close? Amend-
ments voluntarily go away, but impor-
tant ones still get offered, and every-
body feels like they have a chance to 

be involved in the process no matter 
which side of the aisle they are on. 
This is obviously particularly effective 
on bills which come out of committee, 
with bipartisan support, so there is an 
interest in actually passing it. We al-
most never do that anymore—almost 
never. On those occasions, we worked 
late, sometimes well into the morning. 

I know that sounds kind of quaint for 
people who haven’t been around here 
very long, but it actually worked. 
There is nothing wrong with staying up 
a little later and getting to a conclu-
sion. I can remember the majority 
leader himself, when he was whip, 
walking around late at night on Thurs-
days with his whip card making sure he 
had enough votes to do whatever he 
wanted to do. 

When you finished one of those de-
bates, whether you ended up voting for 
the bill or voting against the bill, you 
didn’t have the feeling that, unless you 
chose to go away with your amend-
ment, you had been denied the oppor-
tunity to participate and to be a part 
of the process and actually make a dif-
ference for your constituents. 

That is how you reach consensus: By 
working and talking and cooperating 
through give-and-take. That is the way 
everyone’s patience is worn down, not 
just the majority leader’s patience. Ev-
eryone can agree on a result even if 
they don’t vote for it in the end. Using 
the clock to force consensus is the 
greatest proof of that, and if Repub-
licans are in the majority next year, 
we will use the clock. Everybody gets 
an opportunity, but we will use the 
clock, we will work harder, and get re-
sults. 

Restoring the committee process, al-
lowing Senators to speak through an 
open amendment process, and extend-
ing the workweek are just a few things 
the Senate could and should do dif-
ferently. None of it would guarantee an 
end to partisan rancor. There is noth-
ing wrong with partisan debate. It is 
good for the country. None of it would 
cause us to change our principles or 
our views about what is right and what 
is wrong with our country. 

Partisanship itself is not the prob-
lem. The real problem has been a grow-
ing lack of confidence in the Senate’s 
ability to mediate the tensions and dis-
putes we have always had around here. 
There are many reasons some have lost 
that confidence, and ultimately both 
parties have to assume some of the 
blame. 

But we can’t be content to leave it at 
that. For the good of the country, we 
need to work together to restore this 
institution. America’s strength and re-
silience has always depended on our 
ability to adapt to the various chal-
lenges of our day. Sometimes that has 
meant changing the rules when both 
parties think it is warranted. When the 
majority leader decided a few weeks 
back to defy bipartisan opposition— 
there was bipartisan opposition to 
what happened in November—by 
changing the rules that govern this 

place with a simple majority, he broke 
something. He broke something. 

But our response can’t be to just sit 
back and accept the demise of the Sen-
ate. This body has survived mistakes 
and excesses before. Even after some of 
its worst periods, it has found a way to 
spring back and to be the place where 
even the starkest differences and the 
fiercest ideological disputes are hashed 
out by consensus and mutual respect. 
Indeed, it is during periods of its great-
est polarization that the value of the 
Senate is most clearly seen. 

So let me wrap it up this way. We are 
all familiar with the Lyndon Johnson 
reign around here. Robert Caro has 
given us that story in great detail. 
Some look at LBJ’s well-known 
heavyhandedness as a kind of mastery. 
Personally, I have always believed the 
leader who replaced him was a better 
fit for this place, and evidently so did 
Johnson’s colleagues who elected 
Mansfield upon Johnson’s departure 
with overwhelming enthusiasm. They 
had had it up to here with LBJ, and 
they were excited that he was gone. 

In fact, Caro reports that he tried to 
come to the first lunch after he became 
Vice President and was going to act as 
the sort of de facto majority leader 
even though he was now Vice Presi-
dent. That was, shall I say, 
unenthusiastically received, and he 
was almost literally thrown out of the 
lunch never to return, and Mansfield 
was, as I said, enthusiastically chosen 
to replace him. 

The chronicles of LBJ’s life and leg-
acy usually leave out what I just told 
you, but by the time he left the Senate, 
as I indicated, his colleagues had had 
enough of him, right up to here. They 
may have bent to his will while he was 
here, but the moment they had a 
chance to be delivered from his iron- 
fisted rule, they took it. 

With their support, Mike Mansfield 
would spend the next 16 years restoring 
the Senate to a place of greater co-
operation and freedom. As we look at 
what the Senate could be—not what it 
is now, but what it could be—Mans-
field’s period gives us a clue. 

There are many well-known stories 
about Mansfield’s fairness and equa-
nimity as leader. But they all seem to 
come down to one thing, and that was 
his unbending belief that every single 
Senator was equal. That was Mans-
field’s operating mode: Every single 
Senator is equal. He acted that way on 
a daily basis and conducted himself 
that way on a daily basis: The unbend-
ing belief that every Senator should be 
treated as equal. 

So, look. Both sides will have to 
work to get us back to where we should 
be. It is not going to happen overnight. 
We haven’t had much practice lately. 
In fact, we are completely out of prac-
tice at doing what I just suggested as 
the first steps to get us back to nor-
mal. But it is a goal I truly believe we 
can all agree on and agree to strive to-
ward together, and it takes no rules 
change. This is a behavioral problem. 
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It doesn’t require a rules change. We 
just need to act differently with each 
other, respect the committee process, 
have an open amendment process, and 
work a little harder. None of that re-
quires a rules change, because restor-
ing this institution is the only way we 
will ever solve the challenges we face. 
That is the lesson of history and the 
lesson of experience. We would all be 
wise to heed it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Tennessee. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I 

congratulate the Republican leader for 
his remarks. Without being presump-
tuous, I think I could express the hope 
that all of us feel that he will help us 
restore the Senate to the role the 
American people need it to play in this 
country. 

There is a new history of the Senate, 
‘‘The American Senate,’’ written by 
Neil MacNeil, the late Neil MacNeil, 
who wrote the best book about the 
House of Representatives, and the 
former Historian of the Senate. I sus-
pect this book is likely to become the 
best chronicle of this body. It speaks of 
the Senate as ‘‘the one touch of au-
thentic genius in the American polit-
ical system.’’ It needs to be restored to 
that position. 

The Republican leader is absolutely 
right. This does not require a change of 
rules. This requires a change of behav-
ior—some behavior on our part on this 
side of the aisle, but a great deal of be-
havior on the part of whomever the 
majority leader of the Senate is, be-
cause that is the person who sets the 
agenda. 

The debate for this year really is: 
Will this year be the end of the Sen-
ate—which is what the distinguished 
majority leader said it would be if we 
ever changed the rules in a way that 
allowed the majority to cut off de-
bate—or will it be the year in which 
the Senate is restored, restored to that 
role of authentic genius in the Amer-
ican system? I hope it would be that 
way. I hope it starts tomorrow because 
it could be started as quickly as tomor-
row because it requires no change of 
rules, only a change in behavior, and 
that could happen as soon as tomorrow. 
But we know it can happen after No-
vember if we have six more Republican 
Senators on this side. 

We have heard your commitment on 
the floor today about how the commit-
tees can operate, about how amend-
ments should operate. We have heard 
that before in our own meetings, in pri-
vate lunches, and I am glad you took 
the occasion in this eloquent way to 
say to the American people and all of 
us what we expect out of service in the 
Senate. 

I had the privilege, as the Senator 
from Kentucky did, of seeing Senator 
Mansfield as the leader of this body. I 
have not served in the Senate as long 
as others who were here, but I came 
here—it seems hard to believe—47 
years ago as a young aide to a Senator 

who eventually became the majority 
leader of the Senate, Howard Baker. 
Those were the days of Mansfield and 
Dirksen. Those were the days when 
Barry Goldwater and John Tower and 
Hubert Humphrey would engage in 
hours of debates here and hug each 
other at the end of their discussion. 
Those were the days when the Demo-
cratic majority leader would offer an 
amendment of a Republican Senator 
whose amendment had been denied un-
fairly, he thought. Those were the days 
of committees that did their work and 
Republicans and Democrats who came 
to the floor and together offered bills. 

I saw the Senate in the 1970s when I 
came back and Senator Baker was the 
Republican leader and I saw it in the 
1980s and the 1990s. I saw what the Re-
publican leader said—let’s take the 
Panama Canal debate. Senator Baker 
and Senator Byrd would run the Senate 
in the way the Republican leader sug-
gested, in the way most majority lead-
ers have suggested. They would come 
to the floor and they would put a bill 
on the floor that a Republican and a 
Democratic Senator agreed on—let’s 
say it is Senator MCCAIN and Senator 
LEVIN, Senator INHOFE and Senator 
LEVIN. They would ask for amend-
ments. They might get 300 amend-
ments. They would then ask for unani-
mous consent to cut off all the amend-
ments and of course they would get it 
because everyone had a chance to have 
his or her amendment. 

Then within that unanimous consent 
agreement would be a procedure for 
how to vote on them, and they would 
say: We are here on Monday and we are 
going to finish this week, just as the 
Republican leader had said. 

It does not work perfectly. There was 
a Senator from Alabama, and then 
there was a Senator from Ohio, and 
they did all they could to put glue in 
the works. But the majority leader had 
all the tools he needed to run the Sen-
ate in that way. Everybody got a say. 
Senator Byrd, in his last remarks be-
fore the Rules Committee, and I was 
there to hear it, said we should never 
tear down this necessary fence. He 
meant the filibuster that protects us 
from an excess of the executive and 
runaway popular factions. But he said 
one other thing. Senator Byrd said in 
2010 that any majority leader had the 
tools he needed already in the rules to 
operate this Senate in the way it 
should be run. So we need a change in 
behavior, not a change of the rules. 

One more example that goes to the 
point the Senator from Kentucky 
made. How important is it to be able to 
offer an amendment? Serving in the 
Senate today is like being invited to 
join the Grand Ole Opry and not being 
allowed to sing. The people of Ten-
nessee expect me to have an opinion on 
their behalf about ObamaCare, about 
Iran, about all of the issues—how do we 
help unemployed Americans get a job, 
about the minimum wage or the lack of 
it. They expect me to have a say about 
that, not because they want to hear me 
but because I am their voice. 

Senator Byrd wrote eloquently about 
that in his book. He talked about the 
Panama Canal debate. There was a 
tough debate. They didn’t just bring 
the Panama Canal treaty here and plop 
it on the floor and say we are going to 
vote on it next Monday. Do you think 
it would have gotten 67 votes? No, it 
would not have gotten 67 votes. How 
did it get 67 votes? The Democratic 
leader, Senator Byrd, and the Repub-
lican leader, Senator Baker, read David 
McCullough’s book and changed their 
minds and they both supported the 
treaty. Then they allowed every single 
amendment and reservation that any-
body wanted to offer. 

Senator Byrd wrote that many of 
those were killer amendments. In other 
words, they were designed to kill the 
treaty. But, he said, we allowed every 
one of them—192 of them. Nothing 
passed that was not acceptable to the 
joint leadership. He said we beat every-
thing else. We tabled them or defeated 
them. But if we had not allowed that to 
happen and the Senators had not had a 
chance to have their say, we would 
have never ratified the treaty. 

I know there may be others who want 
to speak. But we have gone down a 
trail in the last several years—just a 
few years—that I never thought imag-
inable. We have 43 new Members of the 
Senate, 43 Members of the Senate who 
are in their first term, plus 1, the Sen-
ator from Indiana, who is in his first 
term but served before so he has a 
broader view of this. Those Senators 
have never seen this body operate prop-
erly. Most of them are on the other 
side. So it is not necessarily their fault 
that this is happening, but this is not 
the way the Senate earned the reputa-
tion as the unique deliberative body in 
the world. No one would recognize it as 
that today. No one would recognize it 
as the authentic touch of creative ge-
nius in the American system of govern-
ment. 

My hope would be that the Demo-
cratic leader would recognize this and 
have a change of behavior tomorrow, or 
maybe later this afternoon. But if he 
does not, I hope the American people 
take this seriously and take it into ac-
count when they cast their votes in No-
vember and put six more Republicans 
on this side of the aisle so a Republican 
leader can restore this body to the lus-
ter it deserves, and the American peo-
ple deserve, as the authentic touch of 
genius in the American political sys-
tem. 

Mr. WICKER. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
COONS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, we just 
heard a very eloquent speech given by 
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the Republican leader on the Senate 
floor about the history of the Senate 
and the role it has played in our de-
mocracy, its past, and what could be 
its future if we can restore it to where 
it once was. 

The leader talked a lot about what 
used to be taken for granted around 
here, such as the committee process 
working and functioning where com-
mittees reported legislation out, 
worked on it, and brought it to the 
floor. 

We had an amendment process. When 
legislation got to the floor, it could ac-
tually be debated. We would have 
amendments offered and amendments 
would be voted on. Individual Senators 
had an opportunity to offer amend-
ments and could thereby be the voice 
our people who elected us to be here in 
the Senate. 

Unfortunately, in many respects with 
this current Senate, the wheels have 
come off. We find ourselves with a 
process where typically the amend-
ment tree is filled, which blocks 
amendments from being offered. Per-
haps the best factoid with regard to 
that is that there have only been four 
Republican amendments voted on since 
July—half a year. Over the course of 
half a year, we have had four Repub-
lican amendments that were voted on 
in the Senate. In any institution where 
there is any form of open debate and 
open amendment process, there is 
going to be a lot more votes than that, 
and I think that is very telling about 
where we are. 

I was here as a young staffer back in 
1985 and 1986. At that time Senator Bob 
Dole was the majority leader in the 
Senate. It was a very different place. I 
worked on some issues for my boss, and 
he had his opportunity, as did other 
Senators at that time, to come to the 
Senate floor, offer amendments, and 
speak out on behalf of his constituents 
on issues that were important to them 
and important to him, and that is 
something that has become a bygone 
era. 

I also had the opportunity—prior to 
being elected to the Senate—to serve in 
the other body, the House of Rep-
resentatives, where things are very 
structured. There is a rules committee 
there that basically regulates what leg-
islation comes to the floor, what 
amendments will be made in order, and 
how much time is allowed for debate on 
each amendment. That is how that in-
stitution was structured. 

The Senate, as Senator MCCONNELL 
the Republican leader pointed out ear-
lier, is a very different institution by 
design. Our Founders wanted it to be 
different. Senator ALEXANDER, in his 
remarks, talked about an author who 
described the Senate as a touch of au-
thentic genius. We have gotten very far 
away from that in terms of its historic 
role and certainly what should be its 
role today as we debate major policy 
and major legislation that impacts 
over 300 million Americans. 

Today I come to the floor to discuss 
an issue that was debated here a few 

years ago, which is an example—a by-
product, if you will—of one-party rule, 
where a big piece of legislation is 
jammed through in a partisan way; 
that is, ObamaCare. 

My colleagues on the Democratic 
side recently spent a lot of time talk-
ing about income inequality. After 5 
years of stagnation in the Obama econ-
omy and an ever-growing gap between 
the rich and poor, I say it is high time 
for us to talk about that. But a critical 
part of that discussion that Democrats 
don’t want to have has to be the ways 
in which ObamaCare is contributing to 
the problem. 

As the last few months have made 
clear, ObamaCare is making it worse 
for millions of Americans. Huge pre-
mium increases and soaring out-of- 
pocket costs mean that families will 
have to take money that they would 
have used to buy their first home or 
pay for a child’s college education and 
use it instead to pay for health care. 
Crippling mandates on employers mean 
that fewer jobs are available for the 
unemployed and hours are reduced for 
workers. As if the economic problems 
caused by the law aren’t enough, re-
cent weeks have made clear that the 
quality of care is likely to diminish 
thanks to the President’s health care 
law. 

Contrary to the President’s promise 
that you could keep the doctor you had 
and liked, millions of Americans are 
discovering they will be losing their 
doctors this year and their choice of re-
placement is limited. Why? Because 
ObamaCare provides an incentive for 
insurers to limit the pool of doctors— 
and I might add hospitals as well—that 
you can visit. The President’s health 
care law placed a number of new bur-
dens on insurers, from new taxes to a 
requirement that everyone with pre-
existing conditions be covered at the 
same rate as healthy individuals. 

On top of that, the law gave States 
the authority to tell insurance compa-
nies how much they are allowed to 
charge for their health plans. As a re-
sult, insurance companies are facing 
huge new cost increases with very few 
ways to cover those costs. Many com-
panies have chosen the one cost control 
measure still available to them; that 
is, limiting their networks of doctors 
and hospitals. 

In California, for example, as a Time 
magazine article recently reported, 
Blue Shield offered doctors a choice— 
be reimbursed up to 30 percent less for 
medical care or be excluded from the 
network. The Time article was entitled 
‘‘Keeping Your Doctor Under 
ObamaCare Is No Easy Feat’’ and goes 
on to report that ‘‘among the providers 
who declined to accept the lower rates 
were some of the state’s most pres-
tigious—and expensive—hospitals, in-
cluding Cedars-Sinai Medical Center in 
Los Angeles and hospitals affiliated 
with the University of California.’’ 

There is a reason these hospitals are 
prestigious and expensive. They are on 
the cutting edge of medical research 

and offer breakthrough treatments 
that are unavailable at many other 
hospitals. People come to these hos-
pitals when other treatments have 
failed, and they often find hope. But 
these kinds of hospitals—world-class, 
cutting-edge facilities—are the hos-
pitals most likely to be excluded from 
exchange plans. 

Time reports that ‘‘a December 13 
McKinsey study of 20 U.S. Metropoli-
tan areas found that two-thirds of ACA 
plans analyzed had ‘narrow’ or ‘ultra’ 
narrow networks, with at least 30 per-
cent of top 20 hospitals excluded for 
coverage.’’ 

The consequences of these narrow or 
ultranarrow networks are many. First, 
of course, these networks might not in-
clude your doctor. If you have been 
forced off your health plan into a new 
private plan or exchange plan, your 
new plan may not cover the doctor you 
have been seeing for years—the doctor 
you like and who knows your medical 
history. This is detrimental to any pa-
tient, but for someone who is being 
treated for a serious illness, this could 
be devastating. 

Switching doctors midstream while 
being treated for cancer or another se-
rious illness could have a disastrous 
impact on the quality of the care the 
patient receives. 

In addition to losing the doctor you 
have and like, these narrow networks 
also mean your choice of a replacement 
will be limited—at times severely lim-
ited—and that the same quality of care 
may simply not be available in the new 
network. 

Still another consequence, as Time 
points out, is the distance people may 
have to travel to get to their doctor or 
hospital. Excluding hospitals from an 
insurance network may not present a 
huge travel problem for urban resi-
dents—the article notes—but residents 
in rural areas may be forced to drive a 
long way to reach a hospital in their 
network. 

Time quotes Kaiser Family Founda-
tion senior fellow Karen Pollitz, who 
notes that exchange customers in cen-
tral Maine have to travel as far as 
Portland to reach a covered hospital. 
That could be a 21⁄2-hour drive. That is 
not exactly ideal if someone is, say, 
having a baby or a serious health cri-
sis. 

Let’s suppose that you do somehow 
find an affordable plan on the ex-
changes that does cover your doctor. 
You still may not be able to get care. 
A recent FOX News article focused on 
expert warnings that the health ex-
change system may start to look a lot 
like Medicaid, the Federal health in-
surance program for the poor. Similar 
to the exchanges, Medicaid features 
narrow provider networks, as many 
doctors either refuse Medicaid patients 
all together or limit the number they 
see because of Medicaid’s lower reim-
bursements. 

So what is the result? Medicaid pa-
tients generally face worse outcomes 
than patients with private insurance. 
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They wait longer for doctors if they 
can get in to see them at all. The sur-
vey published in the New England 
Journal of Medicine found that 66 per-
cent of children on Medicaid were de-
nied appointments with specialists 
compared to just 11 percent of children 
covered by private insurance. Patients 
on Medicaid are more likely to suffer 
complications and spend longer in the 
hospital, and they are more likely to 
die from cancer, surgical complica-
tions, and other problems. 

Unfortunately, this could soon be the 
future of those forced into narrow net-
works on the exchanges. Patients will 
be denied access to top doctors and 
hospitals and will be forced to compete 
with other patients for access to a lim-
ited number of health care providers. 
Even those Americans whose plans 
cover their preferred doctors will not 
necessarily be able to get in to see 
their doctor if he is forced to start lim-
iting the number of exchange patients 
he takes. 

Analysts, Fox News warns, ‘‘empha-
size . . . that having health insurance 
won’t necessarily translate into access 
to health care.’’ 

Let me repeat that: Analysts empha-
size that having health insurance won’t 
necessarily translate into access to 
health care. 

This is what the grand promise of 
ObamaCare has come to: Even those 
who have managed to make their way 
through the broken exchange Web sites 
and find an affordable plan still may 
not be able to get health care. 

Is this the rosy future we were prom-
ised? ObamaCare was supposed to fix 
our health care system. The President 
promised it would reduce costs and ex-
pand access to care. Every American 
was supposed to benefit. Instead, mil-
lions of Americans have lost their 
plans. Health insurance costs have 
soared. There are parents who now 
can’t afford to insure their children 
and cancer patients who are losing 
their doctors and hospitals. Those few 
who have gained coverage are facing a 
system well on its way to becoming a 
copy of Medicaid. 

Surely we can do better. We have to 
do better. It is time to abandon the 
failed ObamaCare experiment and 
move on to real health care reform. We 
can do that and we should do that. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
TRUTH IN SETTLEMENTS ACT 

Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I rise 
to support the Truth in Settlements 
Act. This bipartisan legislation, which 
I introduced earlier today with my col-
league from Oklahoma, Dr. COBURN, 
will help the public hold Federal agen-
cies accountable for the settlements 
they make with corporate wrongdoers. 

I am honored to partner with Dr. 
COBURN on this bill. In his decade in 
the Senate, he has been a leader in the 
fight for greater government trans-
parency. Dr. COBURN and I do not agree 
on every issue, but we strongly agree 

that sunlight is a critical component of 
good government. That is the motiva-
tion behind the Truth in Settlements 
Act, and I am proud to fight alongside 
Dr. COBURN to advance this legislation. 

When companies break the law, Fed-
eral enforcement agencies are respon-
sible for holding them accountable. In 
nearly every instance, agencies choose 
to resolve cases through settlement 
rather than going to a public trial. The 
government agencies defend this prac-
tice by arguing that their eagerness to 
settle is in the best interests of the 
American people. But their actions 
paint a very different picture. 

If agencies were truly confident that 
these settlements were good deals for 
the public, they would be enthusiastic 
about publicly disclosing all of the key 
details of those agreements—hang it 
right out there so everyone can see 
what a great job they did on behalf of 
the American people. 

So is that what they do? No. Instead, 
time after time, agencies do the oppo-
site, hiding critical details about their 
settlements in the fine print or, worse, 
hiding those details entirely out of 
public view. 

Copies of these agreements—or even 
the basic facts about the agreement— 
are not easily accessible online. Many 
agencies regularly deem agreements 
confidential without any public expla-
nation. When agencies do make public 
statements about these agreements, 
they often trumpet large dollar 
amounts of money for the taxpayers. 
What they don’t trumpet is that the 
companies often pay dramatically less 
than the ‘‘sticker price’’—through 
‘‘credits’’—for engaging in routine ac-
tivities or through potentially huge 
tax deductions. 

Add up all of these tricks and we end 
up with a predictable result: Too often 
the American people only see what the 
agencies want them to see about these 
agreements. 

These hidden details can make all 
the difference. When we dig below the 
surface, settlements that seem tough 
and fair can end up looking like sweet-
heart deals. 

For example, last year, Federal regu-
lators entered into a settlement with 
13 mortgage servicers accused of illegal 
foreclosure practices. The ‘‘sticker 
price’’ on the settlement was $8.5 bil-
lion—that is a really nice headline— 
but $5.2 billion of the settlement was in 
the form of credits, not in cash out-
lays. These credits were described in 
the government’s press release as cov-
ering what they called ‘‘loan modifica-
tions and forgiveness of deficiency 
judgments.’’ So what does that mean? 
Well, it turns out the servicers could 
rack up those credits by forgiving mere 
fractions of large unpaid loans. So, for 
example, if a servicer wrote down 
$15,000 of a $500,000 unpaid loan bal-
ance, that servicer doesn’t just get a 
$15,000 credit for the amount they 
wrote down, they get a credit for the 
whole $500,000—the full value of the 
loan. That method of calculating cred-

its—buried in the fine print—could end 
up cutting by more than half the over-
all value of the $8.5 billion settlement. 

Another way to hide the ball is to 
omit an upfront determination and dis-
closure of whether the settlement will 
be tax deductible. Several years ago, 
the Justice Department announced a 
$385 million settlement with Fresenius 
Medical Care for allegedly defrauding 
Medicare and other health programs 
for years. When the agreement was 
originally announced, the Justice De-
partment touted the sticker price as 
the agency’s largest civil recovery to 
date in a health care fraud case. But 
the DOJ didn’t say a word about the 
tax treatment. The agency’s failure to 
even consider that issue was a very 
costly mistake. By the time the com-
pany finished claiming all of its tax de-
ductions from the settlement, it ended 
up paying $100 million less than origi-
nally advertised. In other words, the 
taxpayers picked up more than a quar-
ter of the tab. 

It takes a lot of digging around to 
uncover these unflattering details, but 
at least it was possible to do so in 
these cases because of public informa-
tion about these two agreements. For 
settlements that are kept confidential, 
the public is completely in the dark. 

Just last year, Wells Fargo agreed to 
pay the Federal Housing Finance Agen-
cy $335 million for allegedly fraudulent 
sales of mortgage-backed securities to 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. That is 
about 6 percent of what JPMorgan paid 
in a public settlement with FHFA to 
address very similar claims. So in what 
ways did the actions of Wells Fargo dif-
fer from those of JPMorgan? We will 
never know, because the JPMorgan set-
tlement is public, but the much small-
er Wells Fargo settlement is confiden-
tial. 

The American people deserve better. 
Government enforcement agencies 
work for us, not for the companies they 
regulate. Agencies should not be able 
to cut bad deals and then hide behind 
their embarrassing details. The public 
deserves to know what is going on. 

The Truth in Settlements Act re-
quires transparency. It requires agen-
cies making public statements about 
their settlements to include expla-
nations of how companies get credits 
and whether the wrongdoers will be eli-
gible for tax breaks for their settle-
ment payments. The bill also requires 
agencies to post text and basic infor-
mation about their settlements online. 
And while the legislation permits con-
fidential settlements, it requires agen-
cies to disclose how frequently they are 
invoking confidentiality and to explain 
their reasons for doing so. 

If we expect government agencies to 
hold companies accountable for break-
ing the law, then we, the public, must 
be able to hold agencies accountable 
for enforcing the law. We can’t do that 
if we are kept in the dark. The Truth 
in Settlements Act shines a light on 
these agency decisions, and it gives the 
American people a chance to hold 
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agencies accountable for fairly and ef-
fectively enforcing our laws. I urge my 
colleagues to join us in supporting this 
bill. 

Thank you, Mr. President. I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CONGRATULATING GREG MADDUX 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, the Repub-

lican leader and I don’t agree on every-
thing, but we do agree on some. There 
is one thing no one can dispute we 
agree on, and that is our love of base-
ball. We both love baseball season. It 
gives us an opportunity, when we go 
home after working here, to turn on 
the TV and watch a few innings of a 
baseball game. 

For some people, baseball is a very 
slow, boring opportunity to watch peo-
ple moving slowly, but Senator MCCON-
NELL and I love it. We talk about base-
ball. We love the Nationals. He and I 
have great affection for the Nationals 
because of Bryce Harper, a Las Vegas 
athlete. 

The reason I mention that is because 
today, Nevada’s greatest baseball 
hero—in fact, one of the greatest base-
ball heroes not of Nevada but of all 
time—was inducted into the Baseball 
Hall of Fame. 

Greg Maddux is an extremely nice 
man—a man of humility. I have gone 
out to dinner with him and his lovely 
wife a few times. I know his brother 
well, who was also a professional base-
ball player, and he would be the first to 
say when he was playing baseball and 
today about how average he was: I am 
not a great athlete. But he is one of the 
best of all time. 

He started his career with the Chi-
cago Cubs and went on to win 355 pro-
fessional Major League Baseball games 
and four consecutive Cy Young awards. 
Today he received almost 98 percent of 
all votes cast—the second highest tally 
in the history of Hall of Fame voting. 

So I congratulate this good man on 
the honor he received so deservedly—I 
repeat, a man of humility; a man who 
had probably the greatest control in 
the history of baseball of being able to 
throw a ball to the spot he wanted. He 
is not a big man. That is an under-
statement. He is not a big man, but he 
was precise in where he could throw 
that baseball. 

I have such fond memories of Greg 
Maddux. The last election was kind of 
a hard election for me. So I called 
Greg. I called him on his cell phone. I 
said: Greg, I want you to be a Repub-
lican for Reid. Would you do that? 

He said: I will do that. 
I said: What are you doing? 
He said: I am playing golf. 
I said: Can you break 80? 
And he said: If you leave me alone, I 

can break 70. 

Greg Maddux is a fine man. I have 
great affection for him and his family. 
I am sure this is one thing that Sen-
ator MCCONNELL and I agree on. 

This afternoon, the Republican lead-
er came to the floor to complain about 
the minority’s ability to offer amend-
ments, in particular, to offer amend-
ments on the 3-month extension of the 
legislation now before this body. It is 
interesting that during the Republican 
leader’s remarks there wasn’t a word 
uttered about jobs, about unemploy-
ment compensation, or the economy— 
not a word. 

So it is very clear what went on here 
today with my Republican colleagues. 
Remember, the Republican leader came 
and Republican Senators came and sat 
here with him. It is impossible for my 
Republican colleagues to explain to the 
American people their callous opposi-
tion to the plight of the 1.3 million 
Americans. About 20,000 of them live in 
Nevada. 

Two very fine Senators on a bipar-
tisan basis have this legislation before 
this body: JACK REED of Rhode Island— 
and Rhode Island is tied, as we speak, 
with Nevada for the highest unemploy-
ment rate in the country—and the 
other Senator is my friend, the Repub-
lican Senator from Nevada, the junior 
Senator from Nevada DEAN HELLER. It 
is an important move they made on be-
half of their States and the American 
people. 

Republicans, though, do not want to 
talk about the problems facing the 
middle class, as evidenced by what 
went on this afternoon. They do not 
want to talk—these Republicans— 
about the solutions to falling wages 
and job shortages. 

In America today, the rich are get-
ting richer and the poor are getting 
poorer and the middle class is being 
squeezed. During the last 30 years, the 
top 1 percent’s wealth and income has 
increased by triple numbers—triple. 
But what has happened to the middle 
class during that same 30 years? Their 
wages have gone down 10 percent—tri-
pling to going down 10 percent. 

So they do not want to talk about 
this, and that is why they plan to vote 
against an extension of these emer-
gency unemployment insurance bene-
fits. The vast majority of them voted 
to not even let us get on the bill and 
have a debate, but a few stepped for-
ward and said: No, we should have a de-
bate on this, and a debate we are hav-
ing. 

My Republican colleagues are look-
ing for a distraction, a diversion, a 
phony process argument to steal atten-
tion away from their unconscionable 
stand on the issues that matter most 
to the middle class. 

This issue of unemployment insur-
ance was not developed by some polit-
ical science professor from Harvard or 
Yale or Stanford. It is something to 
help people who are in desperate shape. 

I repeat, they are looking for a dis-
traction, a process argument to steal 
attention away from their unconscion-

able stand on the issues that matter 
most to the middle class. You have to 
give them credit, they are doing their 
best to divert attention away from this 
issue. This is opposition—and it is cold-
hearted—to extending unemployment 
benefits. It is a very tough position to 
defend, especially when Republicans 
around America support what HELLER 
and REED of Rhode Island are trying to 
do. Democrats support it, Independ-
ents, but Republicans in Congress do 
not and they have said so. 

The Republicans’ complaint that the 
majority never allows the minority to 
offer amendments is false. It is not 
true. It is another diversion. 

During my tenure as majority lead-
er—there has been volumes of stuff 
written about the obstruction we have 
had with my Republican colleagues 
during the last 5 years with the Obama 
administration. Think of the obstruc-
tion that took place when Barack 
Obama decided to run for reelection. 

That was a little interesting because 
the Republican leader said his No. 1 
goal as a Senator and the leader of the 
Republicans was to make sure he was 
not reelected. He fell real short on that 
because he was reelected overwhelm-
ingly. So during that period of time: 
obstruction, obstruction, obstruction, 
obstruction, and after he was reelected 
it continued. 

During my tenure as majority leader, 
the Senate has voted on minority 
amendments at a higher rate than it 
did during either of my Republican 
predecessors—and the largest rate of 
minority amendments probably in the 
history of the Senate. But let’s just 
talk about Republican Leader Frist 
and Republican Leader Trent Lott— 
both friends of mine. I still am in touch 
with them all the time. They are peo-
ple I will always admire and have great 
respect for. 

Since I have been leader, 7 out of 10 
amendments on which the Senate has 
voted have been Republican amend-
ments. Under Senator Frist’s leader-
ship, certainly there were not that 
many, I will tell you that, that were of-
fered by the minority. Under Senator 
Lott’s leadership, only 54 percent of 
the amendments considered by the 
Senate were offered by the minority. 

During my leadership of the 111th 
Congress, minority amendments rep-
resented a greater share of all amend-
ment votes than during any single Con-
gress during either Leader Frist’s or 
Leader Lott’s tenure. Facts. 

In fact, often the minority is pre-
vented from offering amendments. 
Why? Their own Senators will not 
allow amendments. How many times 
has the Presiding Officer and others 
come to this floor and wanted to offer 
an amendment—objection on the other 
side because they want to offer an 
amendment that has nothing to do 
with anything we are debating on the 
floor at a given time. 

Last year just a handful of Repub-
lican Senators held up any legislation. 
The best example was the legislation 
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we tried to do dealing with energy effi-
ciency. Energy efficiency. We could not 
get it done because of Republican ob-
struction. 

Often a particular Republican will 
prevent any Senator from offering an 
amendment unless he gets a vote on 
what he wants voted on first—a little 
unusual. 

So let’s not revise history. Let’s talk 
about history as I know it and as the 
books report how we should know it, 
what the facts are in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. 

We know how under my friend the 
Republican leader’s leadership there 
has been obstruction in the way of the 
filibusters. Filibuster is not some right 
that was placed in the Constitution. It 
is a privilege that was granted under 
the Senate rules, and that has been 
abused big time. 

Their obstruction has continued to 
be unprecedented over the last 5 years. 
Half of all filibusters waged in the his-
tory of the country—that is 230-plus 
years—half of them have been waged 
against President Obama’s nomina-
tions—half of them in 5 years compared 
to 230 years. 

Last year Republicans mounted the 
first ever filibuster of a Secretary of 
Defense—by the way, a former Repub-
lican Senator. They even filibustered 
him. 

I understand Republicans do not 
want to talk about how we can create 
jobs, how we can boost the economy or 
any of the other issues that matter 
most to the middle class. I understand 
that Republicans are struggling to ex-
plain turning their backs on 1.3 million 
unemployed Americans. But I do wish 
they would stop trying to justify their 
opposition to helping Americans in 
need with false claims and distortions 
of the truth. 

Finally, as I leave the floor, I prefer 
not to pay for this emergency situation 
where we have long-term unemployed. 
This is an emergency, and it should be 
considered accordingly and should not 
be paid for in the normal course around 
here. 

We believe in reducing the debt. In 
the Senate Chamber with me now is 
someone whom I had the pleasure of 
appointing to the Bowles-Simpson 
Commission, the senior Senator from 
the State of Illinois, the assistant ma-
jority leader. He worked hard. We have 
not followed Bowles-Simpson as a 
bible, but it certainly has been a guide 
we have followed. While we could have 
done better, we have done pretty good. 
We are approaching having reduced the 
debt by some $3 trillion right now as 
we speak. We could reduce it another $1 
trillion if we could get comprehensive 
immigration reform done. 

The goal of Bowles-Simpson was $4 
trillion. So when I say this is some-
thing that has not been paid for ordi-
narily in the past, that is true, but 
that does not take away from the fact 
that we all are going to continue to 
work on this side of the aisle to reduce 
the debt. 

But I do hear that some of my Repub-
lican colleagues want to pay for this. I 
disagree with them, but that is what 
they want to do. So far all we have 
heard from Republicans’ pay-fors is 
this: take a big whack out of 
ObamaCare. There are 9 million peo-
ple—approaching 10 million now—who 
benefit from ObamaCare. So they want 
to damage every one of those 9-plus 
million people. Or they have another 
one: go after children—children—with 
the child tax credit. Those are their 
two pay-fors at this point—a little 
scary, I would think. 

So I am waiting, we are waiting for 
Republican suggestions on how to pay 
for a full-year extension of unemploy-
ment insurance. Let’s hear from them 
how they want to pay for it. They say 
they want to pay for it. Let’s hear 
what they want to do. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I wish to 
thank the majority leader for his com-
ments, and I will be very brief because 
I know the Senator from Iowa has a 
statement he wants to make. 

Let me just say that the statement 
made on the floor earlier this after-
noon by the Republican leader never 
once addressed the issue pending before 
the Senate. Pending before the Senate 
is an emergency unemployment insur-
ance bill that will provide benefits to 
1.3 million Americans who are out of 
work and for 8 days now have been re-
ceiving no assistance whatsoever. 
Imagine the struggles they are facing. 

That is why we called this bill first 
when we returned from our holiday re-
cess. We consider it a priority. We were 
heartened yesterday when six Repub-
licans joined us to move this bill for-
ward. It gave us hope that we were 
going to do something to get this done 
in a timely way to help a lot of deserv-
ing people all across the United States. 

We hoped today, when the Repub-
lican leader from Kentucky came to 
the floor, that he would address the ur-
gency and necessity of this bill. He did 
not. As Senator REID has said, he want-
ed to talk about the Senate rules. 

The Senate rules are important, 
make no mistake. But they are cer-
tainly not as important as providing 
essential benefits, essential relief and 
help to 1.3 million unemployed Ameri-
cans—people who are trying to pay 
their utility bills, avoid eviction, put 
gas in the car, and go out and find a 
job. That is a higher priority, and I had 
hoped the Republican leader would ad-
dress it. Instead, he wants to talk 
about the rules. 

What the Senator from Nevada, our 
majority leader, has said is a matter of 
record. It is still amazing to consider 
this: Nearly half of all the filibusters 
waged on nominations in the history of 
the United States of America have 
been waged under the leadership of Re-
publican Senator MCCONNELL during 
the Obama Presidency—nearly half. In 
the history of the United States, 168 
nominees have been filibustered; 82 oc-

curred under the leadership of the Re-
publican Senator from Kentucky dur-
ing the Obama administration. 

In the history of the United States, 
23 district court nominees have been 
filibustered—in our entire history. 
Twenty have been filibustered under 
the leadership of the Republican Sen-
ator from Kentucky during the Obama 
administration—20 out of 23. Nearly 
half of all the nominations that have 
been filibustered: under this Senate Re-
publican leadership. Is there any won-
der why the rules needed to be 
changed? 

We look at the wait time of those 
who finally get out of committee and 
sit on the calendar waiting indefi-
nitely. It breaks my heart to think of 
the fine women and men who are will-
ing to offer their lives in public serv-
ice, go through extensive background 
checks, make the necessary personal 
sacrifices, and languish on our calendar 
for no earthly reason. 

In the end many of them have been 
approved with overwhelming votes, and 
yet they have been subjected to these 
incessant Republican filibusters. The 
case involving our colleague, Congress-
man Mel Watt of North Carolina, is one 
of the most egregious. It is the first 
time, I believe, since 1843 that a sitting 
Member of Congress has faced a fili-
buster in the Senate when appointed to 
a Presidential nomination. Finally, we 
broke that after the rules change. I was 
heartened to see that Congressman 
Watt was sworn in yesterday to this 
position dealing with America’s hous-
ing challenges. 

But that was an example of an out-
rageous filibuster against a colleague, 
a fellow Member of Congress, a Member 
of the House of Representatives. The 
coup de grace, of course, was the DC 
Circuit Court of Appeals, where we of-
fered three well-qualified nominees to 
fill obvious vacancies on that Court, 
and they were stopped by the Repub-
lican filibusters, one after the other 
without any complaint about their 
qualifications, well qualified for this 
position to serve on the DC Circuit 
Court. 

It was not until Senator REID lead us 
in changing the Senate rules that we 
finally found this necessary relief. It is 
time for us to return to the issue at 
hand. Pending before the Senate is 
emergency unemployment benefits for 
1.3 million Americans. As important as 
a rules debate may be to some in this 
Chamber, there is nothing more impor-
tant than to deal with this in a timely 
way. I hope the Republicans will take 
the advice of the leader that he gave at 
the end of his remarks, produce for us 
their pay-for, if that is the course that 
they want to follow, for us to pay for 
those unemployment benefits for the 
coming year. We are waiting for their 
response. In the meantime, I hope that 
some will come forward and join us in 
what has traditionally been a bipar-
tisan effort to help those in America 
seeking work. 

I yield the floor. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, first I 

want to thank our leader and our as-
sistant leader for their great leadership 
and for their eloquence here on the 
floor today and for correctly stating 
what the issue is. It is not rules; it is 
justice. I am going to speak about that 
myself. 

Mr. President, 50 years ago today, 
President Lyndon Johnson came before 
Congress and spoke these bold words: 
‘‘This administration today, here and 
now, declares unconditional war on 
poverty in America.’’ 

Lyndon Johnson, as we all know, was 
born and raised in stark poverty in the 
Texas hill country, coming of age dur-
ing the Great Depression. From hard 
personal experience, he understood how 
poor schools, empty stomachs, and bad 
health make a mockery of America’s 
promise of equal opportunity for all. 

When President Johnson delivered 
that historic State of the Union ad-
dress, our Nation was enjoying unprec-
edented post-war prosperity. We had 
become, in John Kenneth Galbraith’s 
famous words, the ‘‘affluent society.’’ 
However, in the midst of this Nation of 
prosperity and plenty, there was also 
‘‘the other America’’ as author Michael 
Harrington told us. 

Fully one-fifth of our population was 
trapped in poverty. Across Appalachia, 
in urban ghettos, in large swaths of 
rural America, millions of American 
children were being raised in shacks 
and slums, going to bed hungry, at-
tending grossly substandard schools. 
Worse, experts described this poverty 
as ‘‘intractable.’’ Experts warned that 
despite the Nation’s overall prosperity, 
poverty was growing more widespread, 
because as one study put it, the poor 
were ‘‘not part of the economic struc-
ture.’’ 

A report then by the President’s 
Council of Economic Advisors asserted 
that, ‘‘future economic growth alone 
will provide relatively few escapes 
from poverty.’’ Economic growth 
alone, they said, will not solve the 
issue of poverty. Of course, I must add, 
it is very much the same today. Eco-
nomic growth alone will provide few es-
capes from poverty for people today if 
95 percent of income gains are going to 
the top 1 percent, and if the rewards of 
productivity gains go to shareholders 
and not to the workers. 

So it was in this context that Presi-
dent Johnson—keep if mind, less than 2 
months after he assumed the office 
after the terrible assassination of 
President Kennedy. It was in this con-
text that he summoned the Nation so 
that the unconditional war on poverty 
could be waged. 

For LBJ, this was both an economic 
challenge and a profound moral chal-
lenge. It was about doing justice. In his 
speech to Congress he said: 

Very often a lack of jobs and money is not 
the cause of poverty but the symptom. The 
cause may lie deeper, in our failure to give 
our fellow citizens a fair chance to develop 

their own capacities and a lack of education 
and training and a lack of medical care and 
housing, and a lack of decent communities in 
which to live and bring up their children. 

President Johnson continued: 
Our chief weapons will be better schools 

and better health and better homes and bet-
ter training and better job opportunities to 
help more Americans, especially young 
Americans, to escape from squalor and mis-
ery and unemployment rolls, where other 
citizens help to carry them. 

In the months that followed this 
State of the Union address, President 
Johnson proposed specific programs to 
attack poverty and inequality. He ar-
ticulated his broader vision for what he 
called a Great Society. There is no bet-
ter place to appreciate the boldness 
and accomplishment of this era than at 
the Lyndon Baines Johnson Library 
and Museum in Austin, TX. 

My favorite part is a room—I have 
been there several times—commemo-
rating the Great Society with plaques 
and signing pens all along the wall, 
listing the incredible array of legisla-
tion that President Johnson had passed 
into law. Listen to these: The great 
Civil Rights Act, the Voting Rights 
Act, Job Corps, VISTA, Upward Bound, 
the Food Stamp Program, legal serv-
ices for the poor, the Community Ac-
tion Program, community health cen-
ters, Head Start, the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, the Higher 
Education Act, Medicare, Medicaid, the 
National Endowment for the Arts and 
Humanities, Public Broadcasting, the 
National Mass Transportation Act, the 
Cigarette Labeling Act, the Clean Air 
Act, and the Wilderness Act. 

It takes your breath away, to think 
about all that was done. These Great 
Society programs have defined the 
modern United States of America as a 
compassionate, inclusive society, a 
genuine opportunity society where ev-
eryone can contribute their talents and 
abilities. 

Last month, on December 4, in his 
landmark speech on inequality, Presi-
dent Obama noted that these and other 
initiatives have helped to reduce the 
poverty rate by 40 percent since the 
1960s—have helped reduce the poverty 
rate by 40 percent since the 1960s. 
President Obama said: ‘‘These endeav-
ors didn’t just make us a better coun-
try, they reaffirmed that we are a 
great country.’’ 

However, on this 50th anniversary of 
President Johnson’s great address to 
Congress, I must acknowledge that 
there are some who profoundly dis-
agree with this assessment on the war 
on poverty and the Great Society. 
They insist it was a great failure. In-
deed, I have heard this claim from 
many of my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle since I first came to 
Congress in 1975. This supposed ‘‘fail-
ure’’ of the war on poverty, this failure 
of the Great Society, has indeed be-
come almost an article of faith and 
dogma among conservatives. It is truly 
the triumph of belief over reality. 

As President Reagan said on May 9, 
1983, ‘‘The great expansion of govern-

ment programs that took place under 
the aegis of the Great Society coin-
cided with an end to economic progress 
for America’s poor people.’’ 

Wow. That is quite an assertion by 
President Reagan. So allow me, on this 
50th anniversary, to take a few min-
utes to point out many of the ‘‘fail-
ures’’ of the war on poverty and the 
Great Society. Perhaps a good place to 
start is by pointing out the ‘‘failure’’ of 
Medicare. At the bill signing ceremony 
for the Social Security Amendments 
Act on July 30 of 1965, President John-
son enrolled former President Harry 
Truman as the first Medicare bene-
ficiary and presented him with the first 
Medicare card. 

These days we talk about life after 65 
as the golden years. I tell you, life 
after 65 used to be the nightmare years, 
with tens of millions of Americans un-
able to afford even basic medical care, 
condemned to live out their senior 
years in the misery of untreated or 
poorly treated illnesses. 

In 1959 the poverty rate among older 
Americans was 35 percent. Since the 
Great Society programs started, the 
poverty rate among seniors has fallen 
by nearly two-thirds. What a failure. 
What a failure. Medicare is especially 
personal to me. I remember my father, 
who was then in his late 70s, and never 
had access to any regular health care 
in his life. My father only had a sixth- 
grade education, worked in coal mines 
most of his life, and suffered from what 
they then called ‘‘coal-miners lung.’’ 
They always called it ‘‘coal-miners 
lung.’’ 

He would get sick all the time. If it 
were not for the compassion and the 
generosity of the Sisters of Mercy who 
would take care of him when he got 
sick and nurse him back to health, I do 
not know what would have happened to 
him. But I can remember, coming home 
from the military on military leave in 
late 1965, and my father had his Medi-
care card. 

For the first time in his life, for the 
first time in his life—and now he was 
approaching almost 80 years of age—he 
could go see a doctor without paying. 
Without taking charity. It gave him 
the dignity and the security of know-
ing that he could see a doctor if he 
needed to. 

The Great Society also gave birth to 
community health centers, as long as I 
am talking about health care. Commu-
nity health centers provided essential 
medical care to the poor. The first two 
community health centers were opened 
in 1964, one in Boston, MA, and one in 
rural Mississippi. 

This model of providing basic health 
services to the uninsured and under-
served was an enormous success. Listen 
to this. From that modest beginning of 
two in 1964, community health centers 
have expanded to include more than 
1,200 community health centers in 
more than 9,000 locations serving more 
than 22 million patients annually. 
What a failure. What a failure. 
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I guess another failure of the Great 

Society was the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. We call it 
ESEA. Since Brown versus Board of 
Education, the decision of the Supreme 
Court in the mid 1950s, Americans ac-
knowledged that we had two school 
systems, one for the middle class and 
the well off and a grossly inferior one 
for the poor. 

ESEA said that all children, regard-
less of their background and their cir-
cumstances at birth, can learn, and the 
Federal Government will provide re-
sources to help create equity—equity 
among our schools. 

Educating children of poverty will al-
ways be challenging. We still have 
large achievement gaps that still per-
sist. But Title I assistance to Amer-
ica’s neediest schools has made a dra-
matic difference for the good of mil-
lions of low-income children. 

If it has been such a great failure, I 
would ask any Senator who wants to 
repeal Title I and defund it, please step 
forward. Speak up here on the Senate 
floor. 

Will any Senator who wants to do 
away with title I and defund it please 
step forward and speak up? I doubt 
there will be any takers. 

What about the failure of the Higher 
Education Act? In 1965, it was rare for 
young people from disadvantaged and 
low-income backgrounds to go to col-
lege. So President Johnson and Con-
gress passed the Higher Education Act, 
creating need-based grants and loans 
with reduced interest rates. 

Today, Pell grants, created in the 
later version of the Higher Education 
Act, help more than 9 million low-in-
come students gain access to higher 
education. The Higher Education Act 
has swung open the doors to college for 
countless Americans, creating new op-
portunities and access to the American 
dream. 

Again, I suppose some see this as an-
other failure, another government 
handout that prevents people from 
standing on their own two feet. Decide 
for yourself if vastly expanding access 
to higher education constitutes a fail-
ure. 

But before we do, talk to a lower in-
come student, striving to become a 
doctor, the first in her family to go to 
college, thanks to the TRIO Programs, 
Upward Bound, thanks to Pell grants, 
thanks to low-interest college loans. 
Ask her if she feels as though she is an 
undeserving taker, unwilling to stand 
on her own two feet. 

In August of 1964, again only a few 
months after declaring the war on pov-
erty, Lyndon Johnson signed into law 
the Food Stamp Act. Prior to that act, 
hunger and malnutrition were 
shockingly widespread in America, par-
ticularly in our rural areas and urban 
ghettos. Today we still have millions of 
food-insecure people in America, but 
thanks to the Supplemental Nutrition 
Assistance Program, the new name for 
the food stamp program, abject hunger 
in America is rare. Tens of millions of 

Americans, more than half of them 
children, are ensured a basic nutri-
tional minimum. 

Is this another failure, food stamps? 
Apparently many Members of this body 
think so. In June of 2012, 33 Republican 
Senators voted to block grant the food 
stamp program and slash the funding 
by over $300 billion over 10 years. 

I ask Senators who voted for those 
cuts, have you ever talked to a first 
grader who is finally able to con-
centrate in class because she had a 
breakfast paid for by food stamps? Has 
anyone asked her whether she would 
prefer to tough it out without a meal 
to start the day? 

In 1965, Lyndon Johnson’s Office of 
Economic Opportunity created 269 
local Legal Services offices across the 
country, providing legal assistance to 
low-income Americans. This later 
evolved into the Legal Services Cor-
poration. 

As a proud former Legal Aid lawyer 
myself, I know firsthand what a dif-
ference this can make in so many cir-
cumstances for a struggling family fac-
ing foreclosure, a battered woman try-
ing to leave an abusive marriage, a sen-
ior citizen victimized by a financial 
scam. I know that without access to an 
attorney the poor are often powerless 
against the injustices they suffer. 

Is the dedicated work of Legal Aid 
attorneys a failure? I vigorously dis-
agree. The American Bar Association 
vigorously disagrees. It strongly sup-
ports Legal Services. 

Every Federal judge and Supreme 
Court Justice, in their oath of office, 
swears to ‘‘administer justice without 
respect to persons, and do equal right 
to the poor and to the rich’’—to do 
equal right to the poor and to the rich. 
It is Legal Services, and Legal Services 
lawyers, who helped to translate that 
ideal into a reality for poor people in 
courtrooms all over America. 

Our frontline soldiers in the war on 
poverty are the dedicated professionals 
and volunteers in Community Action 
Agencies, another Great Society pro-
gram. These are funded by the Federal 
Community Services Block Grant. In 
2012, these locally driven agencies 
served nearly 19 million low-income 
Americans, including more than 5 mil-
lion children, more than 2 million peo-
ple with disabilities, and 2.5 million 
seniors served by community action 
agencies. 

These agencies equip people with 
skills to return to work. They provide 
food, clothing, other emergency assist-
ance. They administer Head Start Pro-
grams, other preschool programs, and 
do a lot more. 

People can decide if the Community 
Action Program, Community Action 
Agency, and Community Services 
Block Grant have been a failure. But 
before they do, drop in on a Commu-
nity Action Agency in your State. See 
for yourself the amazing work they do 
in relieving poverty and helping people 
to escape. 

Speak to members of a local Commu-
nity Action Agency board and people 

will find that they are local business 
people, bankers, lawyers, as well as 
people who receive the services. They 
will tell you how these agencies do so 
much with so little, performing indis-
pensable services in their communities. 
Talk to them. 

I can spend hours citing some other 
Great Society initiatives, but let me 
mention just one more: the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964. 

Prior to that act, African Americans 
faced open, legalized discrimination 
and segregation. We had our own 
American version of apartheid. In 
many parts of our country, including 
in Washington, DC, African Americans 
could not eat at the same lunch 
counter with Whites. They could not 
use the same bathrooms, the same 
swimming pools, the same water foun-
tains. They literally were consigned to 
the back of the bus. 

Because of the Civil Rights Acts of 
1964, those Jim Crow laws and practices 
were ended in the United States of 
America. It became illegal to discrimi-
nate based on race, color, religion, gen-
der, or national origin. Some appar-
ently call that a failure—one of the 
Great Society’s many ‘‘failures.’’ 

You may decide for yourself whether 
America is better off today, whether 
we are better as a society, stronger as 
a nation, because we did away with 
segregation. You decide. 

President Reagan, in his State of the 
Union Address in 1988, said that the 
Great Society ‘‘declared war on pov-
erty, and poverty won.’’ It was one of 
President Reagan’s catchy one-liners. 
But with all due respect to President 
Reagan, it simply is not historically 
accurate, not even close. From the 
time President Johnson took office in 
1963, until 1970, as the full impact of 
the Great Society programs began to 
be felt, the number of Americans living 
below the poverty line dropped from 
22.2 percent to 12.6 percent—almost cut 
it in half. The poverty rate for African 
Americans fell from 55 percent in 1960 
to 27 percent in 1968. The poverty rate 
among the elderly, as I said earlier, fell 
by over two-thirds. 

The great shame is that this 
progress, this war on poverty of the 
Great Society, was cut short. The war 
on poverty gave way to the war in 
Vietnam. Then it gave way in retrench-
ment later on in later administrations, 
which cared less about giving a hand 
up to the poor than about giving hand-
outs to the rich in the form of giant 
tax breaks and other advantages. What 
was started as a percolate-up economy 
under the Great Society became a 
trickle-down economic society under 
later administrations. 

On this 50th anniversary of President 
Johnson’s great address to Congress, 
let me state unequivocally and factu-
ally—historically factually—the Great 
Society has been a historic success. 

However, I must note that 50 years 
later our Nation confronts a new set of 
economic challenges, societal chal-
lenges, challenges that are every bit as 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 01:49 Jan 09, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00033 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G08JA6.051 S08JAPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES120 January 8, 2014 
dangerous to our democracy, every bit 
as daunting and intractable as those 
confronted by President Johnson and 
the Congresses of his time. 

Our economy is still struggling to re-
cover from the great recession. The 
sluggish recovery has left us with 
chronic unemployment and a middle 
class in crisis. Social mobility, the 
ability to work your way up the eco-
nomic ladder, is now lower in the 
United States than in Europe. For the 
vast majority of American workers, in-
comes have been stagnant for decades, 
but the rich have grown fabulously 
richer. Think about this: Since the offi-
cial end of the great recession in 2009, 
95 percent of income gains in the 
United States have gone to the 
wealthiest 1 percent in the last 5 
years—95 percent of income gains have 
gone to the wealthiest 1 percent. 

Unlike President Johnson’s day, 
today it is not only the poor who are at 
risk, our great middle class is endan-
gered. Millions of formerly middle- 
class Americans have lost their jobs, 
their homes, their savings, their hopes 
for a decent retirement. For too many 
of our citizens, the American dream 
has become hopelessly out of reach. 
This is the crisis. This is the challenge 
of our day. 

Are we rising to meet this challenge 
as previous generations of Americans 
have done? No, I am afraid we are not. 
Inside the Washington bubble, too 
many of our political leaders have per-
suaded themselves that the biggest 
issue of the day is the budget deficit. 
Ignoring chronic unemployment and a 
struggling economy, this 113th Con-
gress and the previous Congress pur-
sued policies of relentless austerity, 
slashing budgets, defunding research 
and investment, destroying jobs, and 
even refusing to extend Federal unem-
ployment benefits for long-term job-
less, 1.3 million of whom lost their last 
lifeline of support only 3 days after 
Christmas. 

I am disturbed by the apparent shift 
of attitude by many elected leaders to-
ward the ordinary people who do the 
hard day-in and day-out work that 
makes our country strong. I said it be-
fore, and I say it again. We are seeing 
an attitude of harshness. We used to 
agree that if someone worked hard and 
played by the rules, they should be able 
to earn enough to support their fami-
lies, keep a roof over their heads, put 
some money away for a rainy day, and 
have a secure environment. We used to 
agree that if someone loses their job 
through no fault of their own—espe-
cially at a time of chronic unemploy-
ment—they should have some support 
when they are looking for new work. 
We used to agree on both sides of the 
aisle that no child in this country 
should go to bed hungry at night. But 
in recent years these fundamental prin-
ciples, values, and agreements have 
come under attack in our public dis-
course. For instance, recently on a 
Sunday talk show, the junior Senator 
from Kentucky said it would be a ‘‘dis-

service’’—a ‘‘disservice’’—to the long- 
term jobless to extend Federal unem-
ployment insurance. I have his exact 
words right here. Senator PAUL said: 

When you allow people to be on unemploy-
ment insurance for 99 weeks, you’re causing 
them to become part of this perpetual unem-
ployed group in our economy. And while it 
seems good, it actually does a disservice to 
the people you’re trying to help. 

When there are three people looking 
for every job; when in some areas, some 
States, unemployment is even worse 
than that, you would cut off their long- 
term unemployment insurance? Where 
are they going to get a job? Maybe 
what the Senator doesn’t understand is 
that before you can even get unemploy-
ment benefits, you have to be actively 
looking for work. A disservice? 

I guess our new attitude is, tough 
luck. You are on your own. If you 
struggle, even if you face insurmount-
able challenges, well, it is your own 
fault. Tough luck. You are on your 
own. If you are a kid born into poverty 
or a single parent working for min-
imum wage, struggling to pay the bills 
and put food on the table, tough luck. 
You are on your own. If you are a 55- 
year-old worker who lost her job due to 
outsourcing or technological change, 
tough luck. You are on your own. If 
you are a person with a significant dis-
ability struggling to find work and 
independence and dignity, tough luck. 
You are on your own. 

Mr. President, there is a harshness 
among too many in powerful positions 
toward those Americans who have 
tough lives, who are ill-educated or 
marginally employed or who have lost 
their jobs through no fault of their 
own—a harshness among too many peo-
ple in powerful positions toward these 
Americans. President Johnson would 
rebuke this harshness and this callous-
ness, as he said in remarks 3 months 
after his war-on-poverty speech. Listen 
to what President Johnson said: 

God will judge his children not by their 
prayers and their pretensions, but by their 
mercy to the poor and their understanding of 
the weak. I tremble for our people if at the 
time of our greatest prosperity we turn our 
back on the moral obligations of our deepest 
faith. 

That was President Johnson. 
So today, 50 years later, I remind my 

colleagues that we are still a nation of 
great prosperity. We are the wealthiest 
Nation in the world. We are the 
wealthiest Nation ever in the history 
of the world. Our problem is this pros-
perity and wealth is concentrated at 
the very top. The workers who have 
created it are not getting their fair 
share. So on this 50th anniversary of 
President Johnson’s war-on-poverty 
address, I cannot agree with those who 
say the budget deficit is our No. 1 pri-
ority. I am concerned about far more 
urgent and compelling deficits: the def-
icit of jobs and opportunity, the deficit 
of research and investment, the deficit 
of early education for all our children, 
the deficit of basic human under-
standing and empathy for those in the 
shadows of life. 

I am also concerned about the deficit 
of imagination today in Washington. I 
am concerned by our failure to con-
front today’s economic challenges with 
the boldness and the vision that earlier 
generations of Americans summoned in 
times of national challenge. Indeed, 
our Republican friends reject the very 
possibility that the Federal Govern-
ment can act to spur economic growth 
and create good middle-class jobs. This 
is their ideological position, and they 
are sticking to it. But this flies in the 
face of overwhelming evidence to the 
contrary across our Nation’s history. 

One can go back to President Lin-
coln, who insisted that every American 
has a ‘‘right to rise.’’ To that end, he 
created the land-grant college system, 
provided for the transcontinental rail-
road, and established the Department 
of Agriculture with the mission of 
helping farmers boost their production 
and income and raise their standard of 
living. 

President Teddy Roosevelt fought for 
safe workplaces, the 8-hour workday, 
and busting up the trusts that were 
strangling opportunity for ordinary 
Americans. 

Think of Franklin Delano Roosevelt 
who put to work millions of unem-
ployed Americans, including my father, 
in the Works Project Administration, 
building roads and dams and bridges 
and schools, many of which still exist 
today. Franklin Roosevelt created So-
cial Security to end the scourge of pov-
erty in old age. 

Think of President Eisenhower, who 
championed investment in our infra-
structure, beginning with the Inter-
state Highway System, which has ex-
panded commerce and opportunity for 
nearly six decades now. 

As we are doing today, let’s pay trib-
ute to one of our greatest Presidents, 
Lyndon Baines Johnson, and the enor-
mous achievements of his war on pov-
erty and the Great Society. 

Mr. President, I have not come to the 
floor today just to look back fondly 
and nostalgically or to try to correct 
the record about the achievements of 
the Great Society. I am here at the be-
ginning of this legislative year to urge 
my colleagues to look with fresh eyes 
at the urgent economic and societal 
challenges confronting the American 
people today. We need to think more 
broadly and with more ambitious vi-
sion about how we in Congress can 
come together to create a greater soci-
ety, an America of greater oppor-
tunity, greater economic mobility, 
greater fairness. We need to create 
what I call a new America. 

Let’s dare to imagine a new America 
where every child has access to quality 
early learning. 

Let’s dare to imagine public invest-
ments to create a truly 21st-century in-
frastructure, modernizing our roads, 
our bridges, ports, and canals, building 
high-speed rail systems from Maine to 
Miami and Seattle to San Diego—a new 
infrastructure for a new America. 

Let’s dare to imagine retrofitting all 
of our buildings to make them energy 
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efficient, making wind, solar, geo-
thermal, and other renewables the 
main sources of our energy—yes, a re-
newable energy basis for a new Amer-
ica. 

Let’s dare to imagine doubling our 
investment in the National Institutes 
of Health, making possible a real war 
on cancer and Alzheimer’s and other 
devastating diseases. Think of that—a 
cancer-free, Alzheimer’s-free new 
America. 

Let’s dare to imagine a true health 
care system where wellness and preven-
tion and public health are the first pri-
ority, keeping people healthy in the 
first place in this new America. 

Let’s dare to imagine a new retire-
ment system where every worker 
builds a private pension that can’t be 
touched until they retire and a strong-
er Social Security System—solvent, se-
cure—with increased benefits for the 
next 50 years. Think of it—a secure re-
tirement for every citizen in this new 
America. 

These are the big challenges we in 
Congress should be addressing. 

I know that by all means there are 
issues demanding our immediate atten-
tion—again, beginning with the need to 
extend Federal unemployment insur-
ance for the long-term jobless. We will 
be voting on that motion to proceed 
within the hour. As I said earlier, some 
1.3 million Americans were cut off just 
a couple of weeks ago. Another 3.6 mil-
lion Americans will be cut off over the 
course of 2014. These benefits are not 
much, but they make a critical dif-
ference for those with no other lifeline. 
So this is an immediate concern and 
must be our immediate priority in 
these initial days of this session. 

In addition, the Senate will soon 
take up my bill to raise the minimum 
wage to $10.10 an hour and to link it to 
future cost-of-living increases. Get 
this: Since the minimum wage peaked 
in 1968 as part of the Great Society, it 
has lost one-third of its buying power. 
So if you were making the minimum 
wage in 1968 compared to what you are 
making today, you could have bought 
one-third more than you can buy 
today. 

Over the decades, the minimum wage 
has become a poverty wage. Think 
about that. People go to work every 
day. They work hard, sometimes at 
two jobs, and they are still below the 
poverty line. No person in America who 
puts in a full day’s work ought to have 
an income below the poverty line. 

These two are the immediate moral 
and economic issues we need to ad-
dress. Yes, I say moral and economic 
issues. Today we do confront huge eco-
nomic challenges. As Americans, we 
pride ourselves on our robust free-mar-
ket system. Some say the unfettered 
free marketplace will solve all our 
problems. Just let it go. They glorify 
the ideas of Ayn Rand and academic 
theorists who say that greed is good, 
extremes of inequality are necessary, 
and poverty is deserved, which reminds 
me of the words of the philosopher 

Bertrand Russell nearly a century ago. 
He said: 

The modern conservative is engaged in one 
of man’s oldest exercises in moral philos-
ophy—that is, the search for a superior 
moral justification for selfishness. 

I remind my colleagues that it is pre-
cisely the unrestrained, often run- 
amok free marketplace that has cre-
ated so many of the problems we face 
today. Financial and real estate bub-
bles. Who suffered because of that? Or-
dinary Americans. Chronic unemploy-
ment. Who is suffering? Ordinary 
Americans. Stagnant wages. Who is 
suffering? Ordinary Americans. Gaping 
income inequality. Who is suffering? 
Not the few at the top. Disappearing 
pensions. Who is suffering? Ordinary 
working Americans. On and on. 

Like a busy highway system, our free 
marketplace only really works for all 
when all the players obey essential 
rules of the road—rules put in place by 
government to avoid crashes and bub-
bles, to rein in wasteful and dishonest 
money manipulators, and, yes, to pro-
vide for social and economic justice. 
And there are some things—big na-
tional undertakings—that the private 
sector simply is not capable of doing. 

At critical junctures going back to 
the beginning of our Republic, Con-
gresses and Presidents have acted deci-
sively to spur economic growth, foster 
innovation, and help create jobs. No 
question, that is where we are falling 
short today. 

Members of Congress and elected offi-
cials across America can learn from 
the successes of the war on poverty and 
the Great Society. We need a new gen-
eration of leaders with Lyndon John-
son’s passionate commitment to im-
proving education, expanding oppor-
tunity, and fighting inequality and dis-
crimination. As I said, we need to come 
together to create a greater society, a 
new America. We need to act with bold-
ness and vision. 

The war on poverty and the Great So-
ciety initiatives have defined the mod-
ern United States of America as a com-
passionate, inclusive society, a genuine 
opportunity society where everyone 
can contribute their talents and abili-
ties. We see the Great Society all 
around us today—in cleaner air and 
cleaner water, young people from poor 
backgrounds attending college, seniors 
and poor people who have access to de-
cent medical care, and people of color 
exercising their right to vote and to 
live in the neighborhoods of their 
choice. 

We see the great society in Head 
Start Programs, quality public schools, 
vocational education programs, college 
grants and loans, all those rungs on the 
ladder of opportunity which put the 
American dream in reach of every cit-
izen, even those from humble, hard-
scrabble backgrounds like Lyndon 
Johnson himself. 

We might notice I said a ladder of op-
portunity. I didn’t say an escalator. I 
think a lot of times my conservative 
friends say we just want to give every-

thing to everybody, give everybody a 
free ride. I always talk about the lad-
der of opportunity. I don’t talk about 
an escalator. An escalator is a free 
ride. With a ladder you still have to as-
sert energy and initiative to get up. 
But there is one thing necessary: The 
rungs have to be there on that ladder, 
many of them put there by government 
and society acting together, things like 
affordable child care programs, early 
learning, quality of public schools, Pell 
grants, job training, and on and on. 
They provide those rungs on that lad-
der, and sometimes people fall off the 
ladder through no fault of their own. 
They lose their job, they become dis-
abled or they contract a terrible ill-
ness. In those cases, it is the moral 
duty of government and society work-
ing collectively to provide a hand back 
up. Things like, yes, unemployment in-
surance, disability insurance, job train-
ing, and many others. 

Up until 1990, we looked around 
America and we saw that no matter 
how hard they tried, they could never 
climb that ladder of opportunity. These 
were Americans with disabilities. So in 
1990 we passed the Americans with Dis-
abilities Act. Again, we built a ramp of 
opportunity. We didn’t build a moving 
walkway; that is a free ride. I have 
often pointed out, not one dime in the 
Americans with Disabilities Act goes 
to a person with disabilities. What we 
did is we broke down the barriers. We 
built the ramps to accessible buses and 
trains, provided accessible workplaces, 
widened doors in accessible bathrooms. 
We broke down the barriers so people 
with disabilities could exert their own 
energy and initiative to get up that 
ramp. 

Like every great leader in our Na-
tion’s history, Lyndon Baines Johnson 
brought us a giant step closer to 
achieving our highest ideals as a peo-
ple. He fought passionately for social 
and economic justice for all Ameri-
cans. He fought to put the American 
dream within reach of every citizen, 
and he saw this as a moral imperative. 
That is why I consider him one of our 
greatest Presidents. This is the legacy 
we salute today. This is the lesson we 
should learn as we move forward in 
this country. As we move from this 
50th anniversary of President John-
son’s great address to Congress, it is 
this spirit of ambitious public purpose 
that we should strive to emulate in the 
legislative year ahead and the legisla-
tive years to come. 

Fifty years ago today, Lyndon John-
son spoke to our deepest moral 
underpinnings. He didn’t just couch it 
in terms of an economic solution. It 
was justice. It was making sure the 
American dream really was alive for 
all. We can’t in our time become small- 
minded, looking upon just what is good 
for today or what are the economics of 
things. We have to think about it in 
terms of what our commitment is for 
moral, economic, and social justice for 
all Americans. That was the lesson of 
President Lyndon Johnson. That is 
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what we should take from this 50th an-
niversary. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BROWN). The Senator from Con-
necticut. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, when 
the history books are written about 
those who fought hardest against pov-
erty, who stood up for those with no 
voice, with very little power and an in-
creasingly unfair economy, LBJ and 
his war on poverty will be a few chap-
ters in that book. Senator TOM HARKIN 
will occupy a pretty big place in that 
story as well. I salute him for spending 
the time to talk about this long fight 
on poverty this country has waged, and 
still needs to wage, and salute the role 
he has played. It is an inspiration to 
many of us who have sought to try to 
stand in his shoes and in his place. 

I wish to talk about the same sub-
ject, because over the holidays I had 
the chance to spend a day in New 
Haven, CT, with a 40-year-old homeless 
man who up until last spring had been 
employed for the better part of the last 
20 years. But as has happened to mil-
lions of Americans over the last several 
years, this man—who I will call for to-
day’s purposes Nick—lost his job. 

Nick has had it tough his whole life. 
His father was a drug addict who got 
Nick addicted to crack when he was 13 
years old. He was born into a cycle of 
drug use and violence and poverty that 
is far too prevalent in places like New 
Haven and Bridgeport and cities across 
this country. But despite the odds 
stacked against him, Nick graduated 
from high school, he built a career for 
himself around sales. Now, after 20 
years of working and 40 years of fight-
ing the odds, Nick for the first time in 
his life is homeless. 

So I spent the day with Nick, seeking 
shelter from the cold, using the public 
library to apply for jobs, attending 
meetings that have helped keep him 
clean and sober. Aside from receiving 
the support he needs for his health 
issues, Nick spent most of that day 
just looking for work. He wants to 
work. He desperately wants to get back 
on the job, and he is hopeful that one 
day he will find work soon. But he is 
caught right now in this vicious down-
ward spiral of homelessness. He can’t 
find a job without a home. He fills out 
dozens of job applications, but with his 
address being a homeless shelter, he 
doesn’t compete very well with other 
applicants. But of course, as Nick tells 
it, how can he get a home without a 
job? He is caught, he is stuck, like mil-
lions of other Americans. 

One of the things that keeps Nick 
from starving, other than the food and 
the shelter he gets from Columbus 
House and the local soup kitchen, is 
the $100 he used to get—until last 
week—in unemployment insurance. 
Without that measly $100 a week, 
things get pretty dire, right now as we 
speak, for Nick. 

The fact is while unemployment ben-
efits make homelessness a little more 

manageable for a guy like Nick, these 
emergency funds are often the only 
thing standing between a family where 
their primary breadwinner is out of 
work and a life on the streets. It is dur-
ing a long stretch of unemployment 
where these meager benefits become 
the only way a family can continue to 
pay the mortgage or the only way a 
young guy can continue to keep up 
with the rent. 

If we don’t restore unemployment 
benefits now, tens of thousands more 
people will be living on the street. That 
is not hyperbole. That is reality. Then 
they will be captured in that same 
catch-22 of homelessness: No job with-
out a home. No home without a job. 

Like Nick, there are 28 million Amer-
icans who have needed emergency un-
employment compensation since 2008. 
These Americans aren’t some distant, 
unfamiliar group of people. They are 
our friends. They are our neighbors. 
They are people who have worked their 
entire lives and want to get back to 
work again. 

I recently sat down with about a half 
dozen long-term unemployed individ-
uals in Bridgeport, CT, and we see the 
pain and agony on their faces as they 
recount their daily hours-long quest to 
find work, applying to hundreds of 
jobs, making dozens of phone calls, and 
coming up empty. There is something 
almost dehumanizing about that effort 
to seek work, to prove your worth, and 
to come up empty time after time 
again. 

One guy I met, Ronny, sat behind a 
desk his entire career. He worked his 
entire life in a white-collar job, and he 
said he would take any job. He would 
sweep floors. He would do anything 
just to get back to work. He is not 
lazy. He is not gaming the system. He 
is just one of millions who would rath-
er do any job at all than be unem-
ployed. 

Our colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle say they are opposed to ex-
tending unemployment benefits be-
cause they want to get back to normal 
with regard to unemployment insur-
ance. But that reasoning totally ig-
nores the reality of this recession. Un-
like the recessions in 1982 and 1991 and 
2001, the unemployment rate has not 
fallen after the end of the recession 
with respect to people who are long- 
term unemployed. The rate of those 
unemployed for more than 26 weeks is 
at the highest today than it has been in 
60 years. There are now three unem-
ployed workers for every one job open-
ing, compared to two or fewer workers 
per job opening in the wake of previous 
recessions. This just isn’t a normal re-
cession. There are more people out of 
work for longer periods of time than at 
any time in most of our lives. 

If you were in the top 10 percent of 
earners prior to this recession, things 
are pretty much back to normal. In 
2012, the top 10 percent of earners took 
home about half of all income in the 
United States. Those people have re-
covered. During that time corporate 

profits were also at an all-time high. 
For those people and for those entities, 
things are back to normal. Maybe that 
is why some Republicans think it is 
right to bring unemployment insurance 
back to prerecession norms. But it is 
not. 

One of the hallmarks of this abnor-
mal recession is the number of people 
who become unemployed and stay un-
employed. Forty-three percent of the 
unemployed people in Connecticut are 
long-term unemployed, don’t have a 
job, and have been out of a job for 
months and years. 

Rebecca, who lives in Connecticut, 
emailed my office and she said: 

I am 34 years old. For the first time since 
I was 16, I am unemployed. I am an attorney, 
and I apply to 20–40 jobs per week. 

Another woman wrote to my office: 
My husband has been out of work for 52 

weeks. He spent 30+ years in the banking in-
dustry. His last position was as a regional di-
rector of retirement services. 

Frank from Meriden, CT, writes: 
I have worked all my life—43 years. I was 

laid off in 2009 and again in 2013. In both in-
stances, I dedicated my unemployed time 
searching to secure a job. I’d prefer to work 
as long as I am capable and with your assist-
ance in extending the EUC program, I may 
at least have a fighting chance of securing 
employment. Please afford me the oppor-
tunity to continue the employment search 
without the added burden of discontinued 
benefits. 

But we shouldn’t only extend bene-
fits because it is the right thing to do. 
It is also the economically smart thing 
to do. The Congressional Budget Office 
tells us that 200,000 jobs are going to be 
lost this year if we don’t restore emer-
gency unemployment benefits. In the 
week since unemployment benefits 
lapsed, $400 million has been drained 
from States’ economies. 

You see, when we give people support 
during their time of need when they 
are out of work, they spend that 
money—and they spend it quickly. Ex-
tending unemployment benefits offers 
the best bang for the buck we can offer 
our economy. Every dollar we put into 
UI returns as much as $1.90 to the econ-
omy. CBO says that extending unem-
ployment benefits through 2014 will 
boost the GDP of this Nation by 0.2 
percent. One action of this Congress 
can boost GDP by 0.2 percent. 

No matter what we do, it is still 
going to be a long road back for those 
who have been unemployed for 1 year 
or more, who are going to face dis-
crimination based on their age or based 
simply on the fact that they have been 
unemployed for a long period of time. 

Just giving them benefits does not 
magically put them back to work. But 
the most remarkable thing that you 
find when you talk to these individuals 
is that while they are frustrated, their 
spirit is not broken. Every time some-
body sheds a tear to me, recounting 
their ordeal of unemployment, their 
story always ends with a hopefulness 
that employment is just around the 
corner. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 01:49 Jan 09, 2014 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00036 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G08JA6.059 S08JAPT1tja
m

es
 o

n 
D

S
K

6S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S123 January 8, 2014 
Nick is that kind of guy too. He 

knows that things are going to get bet-
ter for him. But as we walked around 
New Haven in the cold for 10 hours last 
week, and we talked virtually the en-
tire time, he wondered whether any-
body down here truly cared about the 
dehumanizing existence of being with-
out a job and being without a home. He 
wondered why Congress would turn its 
back on him and the millions of others 
who have been clobbered by the worst 
recession in our lifetime. 

I have kept in touch with Nick in the 
days since I spent the day with him. 
Just yesterday he sent me an email. He 
said: 

I am sitting right now in the Department 
of Labor office, updating my resume. Chris, I 
have not had any luck yet with employment 
but I will keep trudging, just as I am doing 
in pretty much every aspect of my life. I 
know it will get better as I continue to 
strengthen my faith and stay on a straight 
and narrow path. As long as I continue to do 
those two things the sky is the limit for me, 
Chris. 

Nick believes that things are going 
to get better for him. Millions of other 
Americans who have been out of work 
for 50, 100 weeks, still believe that sal-
vation is around the corner. All they 
ask is that we extend some modicum of 
support to them so they can make that 
winnowing dream a reality. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont is recognized. 
Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, hope-

fully later this evening or tomorrow 
there will be a very important vote re-
garding the extension of long-term un-
employment benefits. What that vote 
is about is to make it very clear which 
side we are on. Are we prepared to 
stand with over 1 million workers and 
their children and say, no, we are not 
going to turn our back on you, we are 
not going to leave you literally out in 
the cold, worrying how you are going 
to heat your home or pay your rent or 
put gas in your car or, as fellow Ameri-
cans, we are going to stand with you 
and make sure you at least have some 
income through extended unemploy-
ment benefits coming in to your fam-
ily. 

I think, as we all know, the good 
news is that unemployment has gone 
down in recent years. When President 
Bush left office we were hemorrhaging 
over 700,000 jobs a month—clearly 
unsustainable, clearly a tragedy for 
our Nation. Today, while the economy 
is nowhere near where it needs to be, 
where we want it to be, the fact is we 
are growing several hundred thousand 
jobs a month. That is the good news. 
The bad news is that real unemploy-
ment is close to 13 percent, if we count 
those people who have given up looking 
for work and those people who are 
working part time when they want to 
work full time. 

The even worse news is that long- 
term unemployment today is almost 
the highest it has ever been on record. 
Today it takes about 37 weeks for the 
average unemployed American to find 

a job. Today, 37 percent of unemployed 
Americans have been out of work for 
more than 6 months. Today, there are 
three job applicants for every one job 
opening. The reality is there are sim-
ply not enough jobs for the 11 million 
Americans who actively seek work. 

If we do not extend unemployment 
benefits now for these 1.3 million 
Americans, the situation will only be-
come worse. By the end of the year, we 
will be looking at close to 5 million 
Americans whose benefits will have 
been exhausted. 

I understand some of my Republican 
friends are saying, yes, we are prepared 
to extend these unemployment bene-
fits, but we need an offset. Let me sug-
gest to some of my Republican friends 
that if that is their position—and I 
should point out that under President 
Bush, when long-term unemployment 
was not as serious a problem as it is 
today, under President Bush, time and 
time again, extended unemployment 
benefits were seen as an emergency and 
were passed without offsets. But if my 
Republican friends believe they des-
perately need an offset now that 
Barack Obama is President, let me sug-
gest a few of the areas they may want 
to explore. 

We are losing about $100 billion every 
single year because corporate America 
is putting its money into tax havens in 
the Cayman islands, Bermuda, and 
elsewhere. If we need an offset, what 
about telling the one out of four cor-
porations in this country that today 
pays nothing in Federal taxes that we 
are going to end their loopholes. Are 
we prepared to demand that corporate 
America start paying its fair share of 
taxes so long-term unemployed Ameri-
cans can afford to have food on their 
table or heat in their homes? 

Many of my Republican colleagues 
believe we should repeal completely 
the estate tax, a tax which only applies 
to the top 3 percent of the wealthiest 
people in America. We are talking 
about families such as the Walton fam-
ily who are worth $100 billion. If some 
of my Republican friends think the 
Walton family, the wealthiest family 
in America, needs another tax break 
while working Americans who are des-
perately searching for work should not 
get any help at all, I suggest to my Re-
publican colleagues they are way out of 
touch with the values of America and 
the values that make this a great coun-
try. 

I think there are some people who be-
lieve the folks who are long-term un-
employed right now just do not want to 
work. That is grossly unfair and gross-
ly untrue. Let me give a few examples. 
In Hagerstown, MD, 3,600 of our fellow 
citizens recently applied to work at a 
dairy farm to process milk and ice 
cream. This dairy farm will be hiring 36 
people. Yet 3,600 people applied for 
those 36 jobs. Do those people want to 
work? They sure do. 

Last October, Walmart received over 
11,000 job applications for stores they 
are opening in Washington DC. As we 

all know, Walmart is not the highest 
paying employer in America. Yet they 
received 11,000 applications in the DC 
area at a time when they will be only 
hiring 1,800 workers. 

That type of scenario is true in many 
parts of this country. An employer puts 
an ad in the paper, makes it known the 
company needs workers, and they are 
seeing 10 times as many workers apply-
ing for limited jobs. 

The last point I wish to make is not 
only is this a moral issue, the issue of 
not turning our backs on people, some 
of whom who have worked for their en-
tire lives, at this moment when they 
and their families have so much need— 
that is the moral issue—but there is an 
economic component as well. If a long- 
term unemployed worker does not get 
the average $300 check he or she would 
otherwise get, what kind of money does 
that person have to spend locally? 
What the economists tell us is that 
when we dry up that source of spending 
in communities all over this country, 
when people do not have the money to 
buy the goods and services they des-
perately need, that in itself, that lack 
of spending, will result in several hun-
dred thousand jobs being lost in the 
overall economy. So not extending un-
employment not only hurts the indi-
vidual, it hurts our overall economy, 
and the economists also tell us that 
not extending long-term unemploy-
ment benefits will reduce our GDP by 
about .2 percent. 

We have a moral issue. We have an 
economic issue. If my Republican col-
leagues want offsets, there are more 
than enough offsets available if they 
are prepared to ask some of the 
wealthiest people in this country and 
some of the largest corporations in 
America to start paying their fair 
share of taxes. But the bottom line is 
that in an economy which today is still 
hurting very deeply, we cannot punish 
people who are severely in need. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SANDERS). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, Presi-
dent Johnson 50 years ago, as Senator 
HARKIN was talking about, declared a 
war on poverty down the hall in the 
House of Representatives in his State 
of the Union Message. A little later he 
visited Athens, OH, in the heart of Ap-
palachia, and he said: 

I came out here today to see you because 
we can’t always see poverty from the Capital 
in Washington. But you can see it when you 
get out and ride the rivers and the range, the 
mountains and the hills. 

When President Lincoln was in office, 
even though his staff said stay in the 
office, win the war, free the slaves, pre-
serve the Union, President Lincoln 
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would say, no, I need to get out and 
take my ‘‘public opinion baths’’—I 
need to see the people and talk to them 
and understand their problems. 

Pope Francis recently exhorted his 
parish priests to go smell like the 
flock, obviously using the allegory of 
the sheep in the Old Testament and 
New Testament, but also saying to his 
parish priests: Understand how people 
live, talk to them about their issues 
and their problems and their lives and 
live among them as much as you can, 
something perhaps none of us in this 
body—I know the Presiding Officer 
from Vermont possibly does more 
townhalls and meetings with people 
than anybody in the Senate. All of us 
need to do that more to understand 
better. 

But as we debate the extension of un-
employment benefits, $500 a week is 
the average benefit; 52,00 people in my 
State were cut off from benefits at the 
end of the year, tens of thousands more 
will lose their benefits if we don’t act. 
It is not just what this means to par-
ents so they can feed their families and 
continue to look for work. But as the 
Presiding Officer knows, they need to 
continue to look for work in order to 
get this $300 a week on average. We 
also know it helps the economy. 

One hundred years ago this week, 
Henry Ford made an announcement 
that stunned the country. He said: Ev-
erybody in my auto plant is going to 
receive $5 a day. Whether it was the 
young man sweeping the floor or the 
autoworker, they were all going to re-
ceive $5 a day. 

Whether it was done out of gen-
erosity or not, what Henry Ford knew 
was putting money in workers’ pock-
ets—just the same as when you put 
money in people’s pockets for unem-
ployment benefits, which is the insur-
ance they paid into—the money that 
they get will help grow the economy. It 
will help people be able to do things 
they would not otherwise be able to do. 
That is the importance of the exten-
sion of unemployment benefits, and 
that is the importance of passing min-
imum wage legislation, which Senator 
HARKIN also spoke about. 

The fair minimum wage would raise 
the minimum wage 90 cents upon the 
signature of the President, 90 cents a 
year later, and 90 cents a year after 
that. At the same time it would raise 
the subminimum wage for those people 
who work in diners, push wheelchairs 
in airports, and for valets in res-
taurants. Those workers often make 
less than the minimum wage. The sub-
minimum wage—the tipped wage—is 
only $2.13 an hour. It hasn’t been raised 
since 1991. 

The Harkin, Sanders, Brown—and 
others who are part of this legislation 
on the minimum wage bill—legislation 
will increase the tipped minimum wage 
over time up to 70 percent of the real 
minimum wage. 

I will close with a letter from Karen 
in Columbus. She said: 

I had to come out of medical retirement 
because I couldn’t make ends meet. 

I have now worked at a department store 
for four years and still don’t make $9.00 an 
hour. My salary goes entirely towards rent 
and utilities. 

My water bill just went up $8.00— 

For those of us in this Chamber, if 
the water bill goes up $8, you deal with 
it. It is not that big of a deal. She is 
not even making $9 an hour. The in-
crease in her water bill is 1 hour of pay 
at this department store. 

My water bill just went up $8.00—as it goes 
up every year—just like the electric, food, 
and gas. 

Heaven forbid my car would break down or 
I would fall victim to a serious illness. 

I hope that our colleagues are getting 
their public opinion baths. I hope our 
colleagues are out among people listen-
ing to these stories. 

I close, again with a quote from 
President Johnson’s speech in Athens, 
OH, which was 50 years ago this year. 

Poverty hides its face behind a mask of af-
fluence. But I call upon you to help me get 
out there and unmask it, take that mask off 
of that face of affluence and let the world see 
what we have, and let the world do some-
thing about it. 

We have an opportunity today to do 
something about unemployment insur-
ance and help people get back on their 
feet. We have an opportunity in the 
months ahead to raise the minimum 
wage. To restore it to something close 
to what it was back in 1968 in real buy-
ing power, that should be our obliga-
tion, our duty, and our mission in the 
months ahead. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent the Senate proceed to a period of 
morning business until 6:30 p.m. with 
Senators permitted to speak up to 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN. I note the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be recognized for 
such time as I may consume in morn-
ing business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

GLOBAL WARMING 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, it is a 
little bit humorous to me that we are 
talking about extending unemploy-
ment benefits in the midst of one of the 
most intense cold fronts in American 
history. I saw one newscaster yester-
day who said: If you are under 40, you 
have not seen this stuff before. It has 

to make everyone question—and I am 
going to tie this together—whether 
global warming was ever real. 

While I know the leftwing media is 
giving me a hard time for talking 
about my opposition to the administra-
tion’s global warming policies when it 
gets cold outside, I think it is impor-
tant to point out two things. No. 1, the 
administration is intentionally ignor-
ing the most recent science around 
global warming, and No. 2, global 
warming policies costing between $300 
billion and $400 billion a year, along 
with the rest of the EPA’s environ-
mental regulations, are resulting in 
millions of job losses. 

We are talking about extending un-
employment benefits, yet it is really 
jobs we need, and the jobs are being 
robbed from us by the overregulation 
that is taking place in the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, and of 
course, the crown jewel of all of those 
is cap and trade. When I say $300 billion 
to $400 billion a year, that would con-
stitute the largest tax increase in 
American history. 

I find that sometimes when we are 
talking about these large numbers— 
and I am sure the Presiding Officer 
agrees with this—it is hard to relate 
that to everyday people, to our own 
States, and to how it affects our fami-
lies. So at the end of each year I get 
the total number of families in my 
State of Oklahoma who filed a Federal 
tax return and I do the math. In this 
case, it would cost about $3,000 for each 
family in my State of Oklahoma to pay 
this tax, this cap-and-trade tax that 
supposedly will stop us from having 
global warming. 

It is interesting that people now real-
ize this would not stop it. Even if we 
did something in the United States, it 
wouldn’t affect overall emissions of 
CO2, and that is what we are talking 
about. That is what makes global 
warming so important to mention as 
we debate the extension of unemploy-
ment benefits. 

If we want to improve our employ-
ment figures, what we need to do is 
stop the onslaught of environmental 
regulations that have come out during 
this Obama Presidency. 

First, let’s talk about the global 
warming issue. It is interesting that we 
have often seen global warming related 
to events affected by unseasonable or 
unusually cold weather. Often, this has 
occurred whenever Al Gore has been in-
volved in an event. Let me give a cou-
ple of examples. In January of 2004, Al 
Gore held a global warming rally in 
New York City. It turned out to be 
what would go down as one of the cold-
est days in the history of New York 
City. Three years later, in October of 
2007, Al Gore gave a big global warming 
speech at Harvard University, and it 
coincided with temperatures that near-
ly broke Boston’s 125-year-old tempera-
ture record. 

In March of 2009, Speaker of the 
House NANCY PELOSI was snowed out of 
a global warming rally in Washington, 
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